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ABSTRACT

An abstract o f the dissertation o f Lynnette Renee Weigand for the Doctor of
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Title: Active Recreation in Parks: Can Park Design and Facilities Promote Use and
Physical Activity?

Current research is examining the link between the built environment and
regular physical activity to improve public health. As communities become denser
and individual lots become smaller, locally accessible parks will assume more
importance as places to promote physical activity and individual health outcomes.
To determine if park design and facilities can promote use and physical
activity, I examined five neighborhood parks in three newer developments near
Portland, Oregon (Fairview Village, Sunnyside Village and Orenco Station). I used a
multi-method research approach that included interviews with relevant public agencies
and developers, field inventories o f the parks and surrounding context, observations o f
park use, intercept surveys o f park users and secondary data sources.
The results indicate that active living is not an explicit goal for parks in these
new, planned communities. Developers wield strong influence on the location, size,
design and functions o f the parks and open spaces within the developments, and make
decisions based on the ability of the space to provide visual amenity and economic
returns on the project. While public agencies have some control through regulation

and development review processes, they also must balance several public interest
goals for park space including passive uses and environmental protection.
The parks in these developments generally contain the amenities
recommended for neighborhood parks by the National Recreation and Park
Association, which include playground equipment, basketball courts, picnic tables and
shelters, and open lawn areas that support both active and passive uses. This study
found that the parks in these developments support physical activity primarily for
children, as play equipment is the most-used feature o f the parks, and bringing
children to play is the primary purpose for park visits. Adults tend to be sedentary in
the parks. The parks are used frequently, proximity to home is the primary reason for
visiting the park, and walking is the most common mode of travel to the park.
Active recreation in parks must be a clear priority to ensure other goals and
objectives do not overshadow physical activity as primary influence on the policies,
regulations and requirements that affect park location, size, design and facilities.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
From ancient Greece to Central Park, the significance o f parks in promoting
recreation and good health is well-established (Killingsworth, 2003). Most Americans
think of parks as places for physical activity, replete with play equipment, sports
fields, trails, running tracks and other facilities that physically engage children and
adults. Yet many urban parks and open spaces either lack facilities for physical
activity or are not used for active recreation. Today, obesity is posing a serious health
problem in the U.S., due in part to the growing number o f Americans who get little or
no activity on a regular basis. With public health officials calling for an increase in
daily physical activity for both adults and children, it is an ideal time to bring parks
back into the fore of community health with their potential to provide the setting and
motivation for Americans to get moving.
Background
Obesity has become a serious health problem across both genders and all
population groups in the U.S. (U.S. Department o f Health and Human Services, 2001).
In 1999, 60% o f U.S. adults were overweight or obese, a condition that has been
attributed to a combination o f consuming too many calories and inadequate physical
activity. At the same time, 40% o f adults in the U.S. do not participate in any leisure
time physical bactivity and less than one-third o f adults get the recommended 30
minutes o f moderate physical activity each day (Surgeon General’s Call to Action To
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Prevent and Decrease Overweight and Obesity, 2001). The public health field has
recently focused research efforts on the incentives and barriers to physical activity
based on epidemiological studies that have demonstrated the health benefits of
moderate physical activity.
Public health scholars have generally concluded that three elements impact
physical activity and health outcomes (TRB, 2003):
■ The social environment (values and preferences, public policies,
economic and market factors);
■ Individual (demographics, household and lifestyle characteristics,
preferences, culture, genetics, time); and
■ The built environment (land use, transportation and design).
To date, health research has been limited in examining the effects o f the built
environment on physical activity (Frank, Engelke and Schmid, 2003; Saelens, Sallis
and Frank, 2003). However, the attention on this relationship between inactivity and
health has resulted in a new but growing body o f literature in active living research
that is examining the associations between public health, activity levels, and the built
environment. These studies are finding evidence that physical activity is associated
with environmental variables (Saelens, Sallis and Frank, 2003). Much o f this research
is based on a public health model o f environmental influences on physical activity
proposed by Sallis, Bauman and Pratt (1998) that focuses on the importance o f the
physical settings and facilities to encourage physical activity.
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Building on this association between physical activity and the built environment,
Frank, Engelke and Schmid (2003) propose a model positing that causality flows from
the built environment through physical activity patterns to public health outcomes,
while acknowledging that physical activity is only one contributor to public health;
others include diet, behavior, and genetics. Within the model, they organize the built
environment into three categories: land use, transportation, and urban design.
Much o f the research on environmental correlates of physical activity has
focused on physical attributes o f communities that promote walking and bicycling as
daily activities to improve health. These include elements such as the mix of land
uses, the density o f residential development, the distance between origins and
destinations, the connectivity o f the right-of-way system, and the presence and
character o f the pedestrian and bicycle network. The research has paid much less
attention to the associations between the physical environment o f parks and physical
activity, perhaps because there has been an assumption that parks, by their nature,
already provide environments for active living. Yet many urban parks and open spaces
either lack facilities for physical activity or are not used for active recreation.
Parks today are often designed to accommodate a variety o f goals other than
active recreation. These can include passive recreation and places to commune with
nature, places to socialize and meet neighbors, enhance habitat and the environment or
improve the marketability and sales o f a real estate development. In areas such as
Portland that are experiencing growth with some type o f controls that shape the
location and type o f development that takes place, communities are becoming denser,
3

individual lots are often smaller, and many developments include residences with little
or no yard space. As private space for active uses declines in these places, parks will
assume more importance as places to provide opportunities for outdoor activities o f all
types.
In addition, even if parks provide facilities for active uses, they may be un- or
under-used for activity and recreation. The location, design, features, available
amenities and conditions o f the park conditions can influence decisions about park use
and activities undertaken in the parks. Without careful consideration of the users’
needs and preferences for activity, parks may not provide the settings preferred by
potential park users to engage in physical activity in the parks.
Overview of Parks and Active Living Research
Large grant-giving institutions, such as the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation,
that support transdisciplinary research to identify environmental factors to increase the
number o f Americans who engage in active living, are calling for research proposals
that include correlational studies o f the use o f parks and recreational facilities for
physical activity (Orleans et al. 2003). Current work in this field, including the Active
Living Research sponsored by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, is beginning to
address the gap o f knowledge linking park use and physical activity levels by
developing conceptual models and evaluation tools that will help determine the degree
to which parks and open spaces support active living. These studies assume that welldesigned parks can encourage physical activity and thereby promote individual health
(Giles-Corti, et al. 2005). The research is based, in part, on the premise that parks can
4

promote health by providing the “settings and inducements for physical activity”
(Frumkin et al. 2004, p. 1). Several studies identify the need to better understand the
link between and influence o f park characteristics on physical activity levels
(Bedmino-Rung, Mowen & Cohen, 2005; Godbey, Caldwell, Floyd and Payne, 2005).
Early results o f these studies are laying the groundwork for the field in several areas,
especially in developing and refining the methods and measurement tools to assess
park features and physical activity within the parks. However, the research is sparse
and more work is needed.
Overview of This Study
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework for this study is based on the model o f the role o f
the relationship between parks and public health proposed by Bedimo-Rung, et al.,
(2005). This framework considers both user and park characteristics as independent
variables, with park activity and park visits as dependent variables. To study the park
characteristics, I used the classifications o f park attributes proposed by Bedimo-Rung,
et al. (2005) to test linkages between park characteristics and physical activity levels.
The park characteristics are: features, condition, access, esthetics, safety and policies.
The model also proposes four geographic areas to consider when assessing parks:
activity areas, supporting areas, overall environment and surrounding neighborhood.
The details o f this model are provided in the methodology section. Figure 1 outlines
the conceptual framework for this study, which is derived from the model developed
by Bedimo-Rung et al. (2005).
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model of Park Characteristics, Park Use and Health Benefits
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Overview o f Study Goals and Questions
This research examined the question, “Can park design and facilities promote
use and physical activity?” The research had several aims: (1) describe the features of
new neighborhood parks and identify those with the potential to support active uses;
(2) characterize the activities and levels o f activity o f park users; and (3) examine the
potential associations between park features, park use and physical activity levels.
Specifically, this research was intended to:
Evaluate the goals and objectives for new parks to determine the level
o f intent to support active uses;
Document the design features and facilities in new parks;
Identify the design features and facilities that appear to support active
recreation in the parks;

Document what physical activities took place in the parks, and which
park facilities were used; and
Examine the relationship between park features and facilities and
activity levels and user characteristics.
To accomplish this, I gathered data on new park design and conditions, investigated
the types and levels o f activities taking place in the parks, and examined the
association between park facilities, condition and activity levels. The focused research
questions and hypotheses are presented in a later section.
This research examined these questions through a study o f new parks in three
recent greenfield developments in the Portland metropolitan region: Orenco Station,
Fairview Village, and Sunnyside Village. The selected developments provided a
controlled set o f cases that were comparable in many ways, including location, era and
type of development, land use patterns, and socio-demographic characteristics.
Value o f This Study
This work supports and extends the current research on parks and active living
in several ways. First, it begins to fill an identified gap in knowledge about the
correlates o f park design and use for physical activity (Orleans et al. 2003). It also
tested the conceptual framework o f park attributes and environmental factors
suggested by several scholars, including Bedimo-Rung et al. (2005). Finally, I used
existing inventory and observation instruments, thus helping to validate the
instruments and variables.
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This research contributed to the current work in the field in three additional
ways.
1. It examined new parks, rather than older existing parks, providing information
on how contemporary park design supports active recreation and how new
parks are used.
2.

It investigated parks in the western U.S. where previous and current work is
focused on eastern and southern regions.

3. It examined parks in new developments that were designed with higher
residential densities. This provides information how parks are viewed and
designed to serve higher density areas with small or no private yard space.
4. It included qualitative research on the planning process of the developments
and the parks, providing insight into the policies and decisions that influence
park location, design and amenities relative to physical activity.
This data and the study results can be used by other current and future research
to help establish baseline information on parks and physical activity, and provide a
basis from which to design future research. In addition, the results allowed me to draw
conclusions about association between park features and activity levels that can inform
practitioners and policy makers about park location, size and design to increase
physical activity.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
To put this research in context, I begin with a brief overview o f the history of
urban park development in the United States with a focus on the purpose o f parks
relative to activity and recreation. I examine current trends and issues in parks, and
benefits o f parks today, including the renewed interest in parks as settings to improve
public health. I then outline the current research on parks, activity levels and public
health. This includes a summary o f current public health concerns related to physical
inactivity, the emergence of the active living research agenda, the underpinnings and
conceptual models o f the association between the built environment, activity levels
and public health, and finally, a review o f current research findings on parks and
active uses. A review of applicable research methodology is located in Chapter 3.
History of Urban Parks Development in the United States
Eras o f Park Design in the United States
Urban parks in the United States have a history o f serving multiple purposes,
including active recreation. The focus o f park design, the role o f parks, and activities
within parks have evolved in response to changing cultural, social and workplace
norms o f the day. The first open spaces were the commonly-owned colonial town
squares and public greens that were set aside for “agrarian or civic purposes” by the
proprietors or inhabitants (Platt, 1994, p. 23). Another early predecessor o f and
influence on urban park design were the private gardens o f wealthy landowners, as
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exemplified by the work o f designers such as Andrew Jackson Downing who fostered
the “picturesque” movement o f estate design (Cranz, 1989).
During the mid-19th century, parks advocates and planners, such as Frederick
Law Olmsted, brought a shift in focus from viewing parks as landscapes for the
wealthy to places that provided myriad health benefits. Seen as an antidote to urban
ills, parks were seen as settings for active recreation while also providing fresh air,
venues to commune with nature, settings for social interaction o f all classes, and
opportunities for shared civic identity (Bachin, 2003; Cranz, 1989).
This period of approximately 1850 to 1900 was considered the era o f “pleasure
grounds” in American park development, a time in which parks were conceived and
developed primarily by philanthropists and the elite who had the interests o f the
“common man” at heart” (Cranz, 1989, p. 159). This movement to establish parks in
the growing cities o f the U.S. centered on adjustment to urbanization, preserving
nature and opportunities for wholesome, active recreation (Godbey et ah, 2005).
Parks of this era were designed by professionals in the newly-emerging field of
landscape architecture as places o f pastoral delight, continuing the picturesque
movement, as well as places to take part in outdoor unstructured activities, such as
bicycle riding or rowing (Cranz, 1989).
The next phase in American park development was the playground reform
movement, which took place during the first part o f the 20th century. During this time,
social workers and others concerned with the well-being of urban residents extolled
the benefits o f vigorous activity for health and importance o f play in childhood
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development. They worked to install playgrounds in crowded wards for social and
recreation needs (Bachin, 2003; Cranz, 1989). This effort reflected the growing
recognition o f the benefits o f strenuous activity, as well as the desire to combat the
lure of illicit entertainment now available to urban youth. This movement created the
precedent for many park playground designs that are still in use today. It also marked
the emergence of parks primarily as settings for organized play (Cranz, 1989), as
opposed to the landscape settings of the pleasure ground era. While initially conceived
to promote children’s play, .. .’’the focus was broadened to include a general range o f
activities for young and old” (Cranz, 1989, p. 66) from athletics in park gymnasiums,
to swimming to folk dancing. Also this era marked the beginning o f recreation
programming and organized activities, such as sports.
During this period, park planning was still top-down, conceived and often
funded by elite philanthropists (Cranz, 1989). However, reformers, such as social
workers, often were at the heart o f park planning, rather than designers and landscape
architects. This was due to the focus on providing activities to foster good citizenship
rather than an emphasis on designing scenic outdoor settings. During this era,
playground leaders began to take on additional responsibilities, such as care and
management o f the playground, which signaled the beginning o f the park and
recreation profession.
While urban parks were being developed as places to promote healthful
activity, the City Beautiful movement ushered in a new type o f thinking about parks,
beginning with Chicago’s World Columbian Exposition in 1893 and continuing into
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the early 20th century. Civic leaders began to view parks as grand spaces with unique
qualities that would be icons o f the city that conferred identity. Parks were viewed as
a way to sell cities as regional commodities with promise to promote tourism and
economic growth. Thus, the City Beautiful movement changed the concept o f parks
and open space from places of beauty, nature and recreation to spaces that reflected
civic pride through the plazas and squares that were often attached to public buildings
and monuments.
Park development also entered the realm o f planning as developers and
designers began to create entirely new communities during the first part o f the 20th
century. Parks and open spaces were an integral part o f the layout o f these new
towns, often in the form o f open space around the community, as in the case o f Garden
Cities and Greenbelt Towns, or integrated parks within walking distance o f residential
areas, as in Perry’s Neighborhood Unit concept (Fishman, 2003; Howard, 2003). This
shifted the emphasis away from monumental open spaces, but continued the trend of
looking at parks as a community commodity, not simply a site for recreation and
physical activity. In contrast to the reform parks, designers and landscape architects
were again involved in conceiving and planning these parks and open spaces as part of
larger schemes.
The 1930s to the mid-1960s was the era o f the Recreation Facility. During this
time, parks philosophy explicitly moved away from a focus on reform and moral
keeper to simply providing the setting for recreational activity. The term recreation
expanded the concept o f play, or specific activities for children, to the broader term of
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recreation, which encompassed any activity and all age group. Parks came to be
viewed as an expected feature o f urban life (Cranz, 1989) and the park systems o f
major U.S. cities, such as Chicago and San Francisco, grew as they responded to the
increase in demand for park and recreation services. This coincided with the growth in
leisure time as Americans spent fewer hours at the workplace, as well as a growth in
population and corresponding move by families to suburban locations. During this era,
park management became more bureaucratized as the park and recreation profession
solidified within government agencies. With a broader focus on both the sites and
activities, parks professionals became managers, with the specialties o f park design
usually in the hands o f landscape architects and programming as the domain of
recreation specialists (Cranz, 1989).
The environmental movement and growth of cities after World War II fueled
yet another vision for parks. Environmental protection in the form open space and
habitat preservation became important as cities spread outward and consumed more
land. By the mid-1960s, the term “open space” was introduced, along with a new
idea of parks as wide open spaces where “anything goes” (Cranz, 1989, p. 138). Park
property was no longer fully built up, but left portions o f or all o f the site in a natural
state. Parks o f this era also became gathering places for new activities reflecting the
culture of the time as “Be-ins” or “Happenings” or other types o f celebrations were
centered in park spaces. By the 1970s, the emphasis in park design and use had
moved from active to more passive uses, concurrent with a move from providing
recreation facilities to recreation experiences (Cranz, 1989). As Cranz states in a note
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(p. 276), this concept came from a statement by Herbert Gans, in People and Places,
who argued that a “planner could provide facilities but could not actually guarantee a
leisure experience.”
As cities grew and land values increased, the mini-park, tot-lot or vest-pocket
park concept grew as a way to provide parks that could be “tucked into irregular,
unusual or inexpensive sites that had been rejected in prior eras” (Cranz, 1989, p.
143). This new model quickly became the convention, as the physical forms o f these
playgrounds becoming similar, and the use o f brand name play structures and
standardized features spread. Also during the 1960s and 1970s, the development o f
parks and plazas in downtown districts became popular (Platt, 1994). Vest pocket and
downtown park types were similar in that they both possessed a more urban character
and were designed primarily with hard scape materials and surfaces. With the
exception of the tot lots, which offered play opportunities for small children, these
parks provided little in the way o f settings for active uses.
Many have argued that there has been a philosophical vacuum in the purpose
parks since the 1960s as park design became standardized with little regard for culture,
climate or the people who use the park (Godbey et al., 2005). That has started to shift
in recent years, with more attention to diverse users and user needs, and the desire to
reflect the social, cultural and historical elements o f a place. These and other issues
are discussed in the next section on current practice.

14

Current Practice and Issues
History o f Park and Recreation Standards and Guidelines
Park standards evolved from inter-related events and planning processes in the
U.S. In the mid-1800s, the Olmsted plan for New York’s Central Park “established
the validity of maintaining urban parks and open space” and is generally considered
the genesis o f the parks movement in this country (Lancaster, 1983, p. 15). By the
1880s and 1890s, many large cities were beginning to develop urban recreation
programs as a result o f social and education movements that deemed sunlight, fresh air
and exercise beneficial, especially for children. The Playground Association o f
America, formed in 1906, influenced the development o f a plan for playgrounds and
recreation facilities in Washington, D.C. that contained one of the earliest recorded set
o f standards for recreational space (Lancaster, 1983).
The National Recreation Association (NRA), forerunner o f the National
Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) started conducting surveys of recreation
activities and preferences in the 1930s and also began developing acreage standards
for parks and open space based on a community’s population. Over the years, the
NRPA continued to develop and promote national standards for parks, recreation and
open space. The lineage o f the current standards begins in the late 1960s, when the
federal Outdoor Recreation Review Commission issued a report in 1964 that refined
the standards, followed by a compilation o f standards in 1966 by the Bureau of
Outdoor Recreation (Lancaster, 1983). In 1969, the NRPA held a national forum and
decided to continue to develop standards for park and recreation planning. The
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professionals in attendance at the forum produced the National Park, Recreation and
Open Space Standards (1971), which was accepted as the “authoritative source for
recreation planners (Buechner, 1971, p. 7). In 1979, the NRPA convened a task force
to update the 1971 standards in response to the social and economic forces, including
energy crisis, cyclical inflation and recession, lessening confidence in government and
a leisure-oriented lifestyle (Lancaster, 1983). By the 1990s, the NRPA realized that
the guidelines were once again out o f step with current conditions and started a
process to update the standards.
In 1991, the NRPA assembled a joint task force with the American Academy
for Park and Recreation Administration to revisit the 1983 document and replace dated
information. Many o f the basics, such as the size o f facilities like baseball diamonds
and tennis courts, were left untouched as they had not changed. The 1995 guidelines
however, reflect a new philosophy of planning for parks, recreation and open space to
provide “the best guidance possible for all communities regardless o f size so that they
may work within their own unique social, economic and institutional structure to
provide the park, recreation and open space system that is best for their community...”
(Mertes and Hall, 1995, p. 1). This 1995 version o f the guidelines has not been
updated. An informal conversation with Jerry Draggoo, a parks planner who was on
an earlier task force to update the standards, indicated that there has not been an
overwhelming need to update the standards, since the 1995 version was designed to
provide more flexibility and adaptation to local conditions.
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Park and Recreation Standards and Guidelines Today
Most local parks agencies (cities and park districts) use the National
Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) guidelines and standards for planning park
and open space facilities. While the NRPA takes care to emphasize the fact that the
guidelines are just that, in practice they have become standards that most park
agencies use, resulting in relatively homogeneous park design. Hough (1990) claims
that these “cookie-cutter patterns” are models imposed by a “tradition o f standards for
standard people” which have dominated design thinking (p. 183). Similar to critiques
o f non-vernacular standard residential and commercial design in the U.S., parks
designed to these standards often look similar in all parts o f the country, and often do
not serve the local needs, recreationally or otherwise.
Park Classifications
Applicable guidelines for this study include mini-parks, neighborhood parks
and community parks. While each community defines their parks somewhat
differently, the following definitions generally-accepted guidelines published by the
National Recreation and Park Association (1995) and used by park planning
professionals.
Neighborhood parks are smaller-scale, neighborhood-based facilities. They
are generally intended for unsupervised, unorganized recreation activities, serve an
area within a half-mile radius o f the park, and vary in size from one-half to five acres.
Facilities typically include a children’s playground, picnic areas, trails, open grass
areas, outdoor basketball courts and multi-use sport fields. Parking and restrooms are
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generally not provided. According to the NRPA, access to a neighborhood park
should be available by interconnecting sidewalks, trails or low-volume residential
streets and uninterrupted by non-residential roads and other physical barriers.
Community parks are larger, destination facilities that serve two or more
neighborhoods within a radius of up to three miles. They are intended to provide
opportunities for active and structured recreation, and may include sports fields, tracks
and larger-scale amenities for organized activities. The site should be accessible by
major streets and interconnecting trails. Parking and permanent restrooms should be
provided.
Pocket parks are small parks, ranging in size from one-quarter to three-quarters
of an acre, located within residential areas. They are designed to serve those who live
or work in the immediate vicinity, usually within a one-quarter mile radius. Due to
their limited size, they often include only seating and plantings, but may provide
small-scale play facilities for children.
Diverse Users and Needs
Urban public spaces now serve a diversity o f cultures, ideas and needs. The
“public” is not a single monolithic entity, but rather multi-faceted. These changing
demographics, especially in communities with growing Hispanic or Asian populations,
has in part driven the need to adapt as cultural differences are reflected in park use.
This shift is seen in the work o f landscape architects such as Walter Hood, who are
designing parks for multi-ethnic communities and their differing cultural views and
uses of parks in northern California. The growth o f park use by urban racial and ethnic
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minorities has spurred cities such as Chicago to study recreational use o f parks and the
needs o f their user groups (Gobster, 2002). In addition, recent studies funded by
Active Living Research and presented at the 2007 conference focused on park access
and use in diverse communities and the differences in park types, facilities and
maintenance between communities o f higher and lower income and/or different ethnic
or racial composition, such as Floyd et al., 2007.
Funding
Sufficient funding for parks has always been an issue in this country, primarily
because o f the structure o f park financing (Cranz, 1989). Park taxes and bonds are
discretionary and vary significantly from year to year. Legally, parks are considered
an option, not a planning requirement, although many communities have adopted
standards for park land to be acquired or dedicated when new development takes place
(Cranz, 1989). Another issue underlying park funding is the controversy o f whether
the land is more valuable to the local government by remaining on the tax rolls as
private property, or by increasing the value o f adjacent property as a public amenity.
Funding for park maintenance is paramount in many communities. With
increasing demands on local government budgets, parks often take a back seat to
essential services, such as police and fire. While park bonds and levies provide some
assistance, they generally fund only capital improvement, not ongoing maintenance
and operations. And, as park holdings are increased through such voter-approved
measures, they increase the funding need for maintenance as they are developed. At
the same time, there is often a community expectation, even if unspoken, for a desired
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level of maintenance in parks to retain their visual appeal, safety and overall
attractiveness (Dragoo, personal communication, December 11, 2007). Declines in
maintenance funding often have the unintended consequence o f decreasing park use.
Safety and Incivilities
Personal safety is another issue that affects park use, and is the focus o f current
study. Incivilities, such as litter, graffiti and vandalism, are often indicators o f illicit
uses or behaviors that could endanger park uses. At the same time, good lighting and
design that prevents “hiding places” also contributes to park safety and use (BedimoRung, et al., 2005). As the research on park design and use is still in its infancy, most
o f the information on how safety factors influence park use and physical activity are
speculative or anecdotal, and has not been tested. In addition, while some measures of
safety are objective, such as the presence o f lighting, many elements are subjective
phenomenon (Frank et al., 2003), requiring a different set o f measures to be developed
and tested before the relationship between safety and park use can be fully studied.
However, some conclusions from transportation research on safety could be
applied to park uses, specifically in terms o f access to parks. Objective traffic safety
issues and perceptions about safety have been found to influence decisions to walk
(Frank et al., 2003), and could logically be inferred to influence the decision to walk to
parks. In addition, parents often make decisions about children’s travel based on the
perceived safety o f the route that can influence their decision to allow children to walk
or bicycle to a neighborhood park (Frank et al., 2003).
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Current Park and Recreation Trends Related to Active Living
Recreation needs are closely linked with park design as they often drive
decisions about space allocation and facilities that are located within parks. Several
recent recreation trends have altered the way park planners and managers think about
using park resources to support community needs and desires. This section briefly
outlines some o f the current trends that are influencing park design and facilities, and
their potential to encourage active uses, especially among adults
The popularity o f skateboarding by youth, and the resulting damage to public
property not designed for that use, led to the provision of skateboard parks, either as
stand-alone facilities or within larger park sites, in the 1980s and 1990s. Skateboard
parks are designed specifically to provide a variety o f skateboarding experiences and
to withstand heavy use with minimal maintenance. They provide an opportunity for
youth to be active and outdoors, with the majority of participants between the ages of
nine and 17 (Dahlgren, 2006). However, because they are special use facilities and
tend to be expensive to build, communities generally build only one large skateboard
park. The parks provide centralized meeting places for the community o f
skateboarders, and encourage active recreation, although the parks are not often within
walking distance o f the residence or school o f the participants. However, the
emergence o f skate spots or skate dots, which are integrated skateable terrain areas
that are approximately 1500 square feet in size, promises to bring the sport closer to
home. They are considered as small features for kids that can be integrated into
smaller, neighborhood parks as additional playground elements (Dhalgreen, 2006),
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thus providing more variety in the activities available in neighborhood parks,
especially for youth.
Disc golf is another sport that has been finding its way into public parks.
According to Kennedy (2007), the sport is growing quickly and “disc manufacturers
estimate incredible growth in the next few years” (p. 35). It is a sport that is played
like regular golf, except that a disc is thrown toward the target or hole instead o f a ball
hit by a club. Players often make up informal courses using objects such as light poles
and trees as targets. However the growing popularity, in the neighborhood o f 15
percent per year, indicates another potential use for public parks to provide active
recreation for youth and adults. Informal disc golf can take place on any relative open,
flat turf area within a park. However, a formal nine-hole course requires anywhere
from a minimum o f five acres up to 30 acres for a championship course (Kennedy,
2007).
Dog parks have become an integral, if controversial, element of many urban
park systems. According to Peter Hamik, Director o f the Trust for Public Land’s
Center for City Park Excellence (2005), “Dogs have always played a big role in city
parks, but their traditional position at the end o f a lead has been upended by changing
mores and a rising enthusiasm among dog owners for much more active play.” (p. 9).
With more than 700 dog parks in the U.S., dog parks are indeed a popular park feature
for fido’s exercise. However, an overlooked benefit o f the presence of dog parks is
the potential to encourage pet owners to get regular physical activity by walking to
and from the dog park. According to the School o f Population Health’s website at the
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University o f Western Australia, “walking with a dog is seen as a under-utilised health
promotion tool” (2007) while Brown and Rhodes (2006) state that “dog ownership
may be an effective tailored intervention among adults for promoting physical
activity” (p. 131). Their study o f a random sample o f adults in Greater Victoria,
British Columbia, Canada, found that dog owners participated in more mild to
moderate physical activity than non-dog owners, and they walked an average o f 132
minutes per week more than those not owning dogs. Cutt et al. concluded that, “while
there is evidence to suggest that dog ownership produces considerable health benefit
and provides an important form o f social support that encourages dog owners to walk,
there is limited evidence on the physical environment and policy-related factors that
affect dog owners walking their dog” (2006, p. 261). However, they also concluded
that additional study is needed about the relationship between dog ownership, park use
and activity levels before any conclusions can be drawn.
A final trend that has been emerging in parks is the provision o f wireless
fidelity (or wi fi as it is commonly known) for internet access. According to updates
in Parks and Recreation over the past several years, larger park systems, including
New York City and state park systems in California, Texas and Michigan have been
installing wireless networks. Implied in this service provision is the understanding
that people today use parks for purposes other than active recreation since wi-fi is a
passive park use.
Except for the provision o f wi fi, these current park and recreation trends are
positive indications that parks are indeed serving a vital role as settings for active
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recreation and physical activity and will continue to expand their capacity in these
areas. It is especially promising that these activities are encouraging older youth and
adults to get moving.
Benefits o f Contemporary Urban Parks
Contemporary parks are thought to convey multiple benefits in addition to their
role of supporting physical health by providing settings for physical activity. Planners
consider parks and open spaces as settings to enhance mental health by providing
places to be in nature. Others, such new urbanists, view these open spaces as places
for community-building and the generation o f social capital. Environmental benefits
o f parks, especially larger open spaces, in preserving habitat and urban ecosystems are
yet another rationale for urban parks. And, the economic benefits o f parks, primarily
in the increased property values adjacent to or near parks and open spaces, have been
documented by numerous hedonic and other studies.
Most parks, except in very urban environments, provide contact with nature,
which is known to confer health benefits and enhance well-being (American Planning
Association, 2003) .A well-known study by Roger Ulrich (1984) documented the
healing properties o f nature, finding that patients with views of nature recovered faster
from surgery and required less medication.
The social benefits o f parks reach back to the Olmstedian notion that parks
could foster a sense o f shared civic identity by bringing people together in a central
public spaces. According to Bedimo-Rung (2005), parks facilitate social interactions
that are critical to maintain community cohesion, pride and social capital because they
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provide places to develop social ties and model healthy behavior. Principles of new
urbanism include the provision o f public spaces to foster a sense of community
(Congress for the New Urbanism, 2005).
As described earlier, parks provide natural resource protection (Bachin, 2002)
and benefits of preserving and purifying the environment (Bedimo-Rung, 2005).
Finally, many studies have documented the enhancement value o f parks, or the extent
to which the presence o f parks affects the surrounding land market providing
economic benefit (Platt, 1972). Providing parks in residential developments has been
shown to increase selling prices o f homes in residential developments, increasing both
the profitability to the developer and property tax revenue to the local jurisdiction.
Numerous studies have found a significant relationship between proximity to parks
and increased values of residential property (Cranz, 1989, Sherer, 2003, Tajima, 2003;
Urban Land Institute, 1997; Weicher and Zerbst, 1973;). This phenomenon was first
noted in the 15 years after the development o f Central Park in Manhattan (Urban Land
Institute, 1997). Parks also can increase the value o f commercial real estate, as
illustrated by the higher lease rates in office space facing Boston’s Norman B.
Leventhal Park and Post Office Square (National Recreation and Park Association,
2007). Finally, parks have the effect o f stabilizing values in existing neighborhoods
which provide “economic benefits to the city as a whole by holding, and attracting
back to it, people with money to invest and spend” (Cranz, 1982, p. 209).
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Summary o f U.S. Park Development
Urban parks in America today have come full circle. While parks serve
multiple roles in a community as described above, they are increasingly being viewed
as settings with potential to increase regular physical activity, and thus re-connect with
some o f the public health goals o f the first urban parks. The possibilities for improving
public health through regular physical activity provides an opportunity for park
agencies to reposition themselves as a vital public service that requires a level o f
community support and funding similar to other essential services, such as police and
fire. Park professionals are now recognizing that public parks are “key community
assets in promoting physical activity (Mowen, 2003) and are finding that the public
health angle can lend credibility to the need for parks in tight fiscal times
(Killingsworth, 2003).
There is evidence that park agencies and the park and recreation profession are
once again embracing their historic role as partners in community health promotion.
John Thomer, Executive Director o f the National Recreation and Parks Association,
stated that “park and recreation agencies can play a major role in helping residents be
more physically active...” (National Recreation and Park Association, 2007, p. ii).
Studies now underway are examining the associations between public parks, activity
levels and health outcomes with the goal o f providing evidence that can support urban
parks in this role. The next section describes the research goals, questions and
preliminary results in this area.
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Current Research on Parks, Activity Levels and Public Health
Underpinnings o f Associations Between Public Health and Planning
Historically, there was a strong link between community design and public
health to improve conditions in crowded industrial cities of the 19th and early 20th
century (Cobum, 2004; Killingsworth, Earp & Moore, 2003). Health issues
influenced much o f the major thought about how to build better cities by increasing
the amount o f light and air. Frederick Law Olmsted, designer o f New York’s Central
Park, saw parks as the “lungs o f the city” that could provide a healthier environment
for urban dwellers.
During the last century, public health and planning professions went their
separate ways, severing the historic link between parks and public health (Cobum,
2004; Hoehner, et al., 2003). During the mid to late 20th century, the health problems
that early planners were trying to address appeared to be resolved, so the public health
agenda disappeared from planning. Physical planning was now focused on dealing
with the implications o f widespread automobile ownership and use. At the same time,
the original goals o f zoning to protect public health also served to separate uses to the
point that auto travel was required for almost all trips. But then, the decentralized and
disconnected cities were creating another health problem: inactivity.
Health Problems Associated with Obesity and Inactivity in the U.S.
The results o f Americans’ inactive lifestyles, and resulting public health
consequences, were brought to the fore by the 1996 Surgeon General’s Report on
Overweight and Obesity. The primary findings o f this widely-publicized report were
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that Americans were inactive and obesity had reached epidemic proportions across
both genders and all population groups (U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, 2001). The subsequent Surgeon General’s Call to Action To Prevent and
Decrease Overweight and Obesity (2001) reported the following facts:
- In 1999, 60% o f U.S. adults were overweight or obese, while 13% o f children
aged 6 - 1 1 and 14% of adolescents aged 1 2 - 1 9 were overweight.
- 300,000 deaths per year in the U.S. are associated with obesity.
- The economic cost of obesity in the U.S. was about $117 billion in 2000.
- Overweight and obesity result from consuming too many calories and/or
inadequate physical activity.
- Less than 1/3 o f adults get the recommended 30 minutes o f moderate physical
activity each day.
- 40% o f adults in the U.S. do not participate in any leisure time activity while 43%
of adolescents watch more than two hours o f television each day.
- Physical activity is important in preventing and treating overweight and obesity.

This report emphasized the importance o f daily activity to maintain good
health, reduce the percentage o f overweight and obese Americans and reduce the
economic costs o f obesity. In addition, the Surgeon General claimed that dealing with
this issue is a community responsibility as well as a personal one. To this end, the
report identified environmental changes as one o f the community-based actions that
need to occur as part o f a multifaceted public health approach. This includes making
community facilities, such as parks, available and accessible for physical activity.
There has been a corresponding increase in the prevalence of overweight and
obesity in children and adolescents. Obesity rates in children aged two to 19 years
have risen from approximately five percent in 1971-74 to nearly 15% in 1999-2002
(Anderson and Butcher, 2006). The increase in childhood obesity is causing many
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health related conditions once seen only in adults, such as type 2 diabetes, high blood
pressure and early symptoms o f hardening o f the arteries (Daniels, 2006), and is also
related to increasing adult obesity (Anderson and Butcher, 2006).
Obesity has economic costs as well as health consequences, with a total cost of
$99.2 billion (in 1995 dollars) attributable to obesity, including $51.64 in direct
medical costs and $3.9 billion in lost productivity (W olf and Colditz, 1998). The same
study found that direct costs associated with obesity represent 5.7% o f the national
health expenditure in the U.S.
Renewing the Historic Link between Public Health and Planning
The Surgeon General’s report prompted public health, planning and urban
design scholars and practitioners to renew the historic link between public health and
the built environment and to reinvigorate the research on determinants of physical
activity (Diez Roux, 2003; Killingsworth, 2004). The current “active living
movement” was initiated in 1997 when the Centers for Disease Control (CDC)
convened a multi-disciplinary group o f experts to rethink the connection between
community design and public health, especially in light of the current view that our
built environment encourages sedentary lifestyles (Killingsworth, Earp & Moore,
2003).
Subsequently, the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation funded a major initiative
called “Active Living Research” with the goal of “stimulating and supporting research
that will identify environmental factors and policies that influence physical activity”
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(Active Living Research, 2007). The Active Living Research website states the
following goals for their work:
To address obesity and associated health issues, The Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation is sponsoring a coordinated response to find creative approaches for re
integrating physical activity into American life.

“Active living” is a way o f life that integrates physical activity into daily
routines. The goal is to accumulate at least 30 minutes o f activity each day.
Individuals may do this in a variety o f ways, such as walking or bicycling for
transportation, exercise or pleasure; playing in the park; working in the yard;
taking the stairs; and using recreation facilities.

Rather than addressing obesity as an individual health problem, this new,
transdisciplinary field o f active living is focusing on how the built
environment — including neighborhoods, transportation systems, buildings,
parks and open space — can promote more active lives. “

There is now a growing body o f literature that establishes the link between
public health, activity levels, and the built environment based on the premise that
adapting the built environment to promote daily, moderate physical activity will
improve public health (Killingsworth, 2003; Mowen, 2003). Several prominent public
health journals devoted special issues to this topic, including the American Journal o f
Public Health and American Journal o f Health Promotion. The latter also launched a
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new section on health-promoting community design prompted by the “promising
research and practice in the area” (Killingsworth, 2003).
The research agenda in this field, as described by Frank and Engelke (2001) is
based on improving public health by creating health-supportive, or active-friendly
environments (Stokols, et al., 2003). These are places that make it easy to make the
choice to be physically active, through planned exercise or routine daily activity
(Active Living Research 2004, p. 1). Much o f the work to date is based on the
conceptual model presented by Frank, et al. (2003) that posits linkages between the
built environment (comprised o f land use patterns, urban design characteristics and
transportation systems), physical activity patterns and public health. Land use patterns
in this model include the distribution o f open space and recreational facilities - or
parks —where activity can take place.
Another element that supports this renewed link between public health and the
built environment is the shift to a holistic model of health that emphasizes proactive
strategies rather than a strictly medical definition o f health and disease (Ho, 2003).
This has allowed the field to move toward an ecological framework in which
behaviors, such as physical activity, have multiple levels of influence that include
intrapersonal, interpersonal, environmental and policy variables (Saelens, Sallis and
Frank 2003). This view supports the conceptual model o f current research that both
environmental and individual determinants influence activity levels and health.
Much o f the work examining the association between the built environment and
activity focuses on the physical attributes o f communities that promote regular
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walking and bicycling, both utilitarian and recreational. However, until recently much
less attention was given to the role, location and design o f parks to support and
encourage physical activity in children and adults.
Current Research on Parks and Physical Activity
The Role & Importance o f Parks fo r Health and Physical Activity
Some organizations and authors argue that parks are currently undervalued as a
means o f improving and maintaining health. This is significant because parks can
encourage physical activity and thus play a pivotal role in turning around the decline
in public health. Indeed, parks have enormous untapped potential to attack this
growing problem (Mailer et al., 2002) as they provide opportunities for people to re
establish and maintain health through physical activity (Healthy Parks, Healthy
People, 2002).
Public parks are among the most common settings in which individuals engage
in physical activity and can encourage people to get moving (Frumkin et al 2004; Ho,
2003; Killingsworth, 2003; Lee and Moudon, 2004; National Center for Chronic
Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, 2004; Saelens, et al., 2004). They provide
a variety of settings for various levels o f informal sport and recreation and
opportunities for “green exercise” which is better for health because exercise is more
beneficial when it occurs in a natural setting (American Planning Association, 2003;
Healthy Parks, Healthy People, 2002)
Studies have shown that people who live near places to exercise, such as parks,
are more likely to be active (Active Living Research 2004, Parks & Recreation, 2003),
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Research has also shown that people with good access to a “variety o f built and natural
facilities were 43% more likely to exercise 30 minutes most days” and that “people
living in areas without many public outdoor recreation facilities were more likely to be
overweight” (Active Living Research 2004, p.l). Similarly, Killingsworth (2003)
reported that a survey o f U.S. adults found that more than 50% o f the people using a
park reported an increase in their activity level since they started using the facilities. In
addition, active park users have better self-reported health (Ho, 2003), park users are
less likely to be obese (Mailer et al. 2002) and those who use local parks appear to be
in disproportionately better health than those who aren’t park users (Mailer et al.,
2002). These studies appear to indicate that active park users tend to be more active
overall. However, these studies have not established the direction o f causality
between activity level and park use. In addition, studies have not controlled for the
self-selection of park users and overall activity levels.
Neighborhood parks have the potential to provide substantial public health
benefits because they are accessible to large numbers o f people, especially minorities
and elderly people, who live in urban areas (Frumkin et al. 2004). Because they are
generally near residential areas, neighborhood parks provide opportunities for children
to play outdoors (Centers for Disease Control, 2004). And, neighborhood parks have
the added benefit that they are more easily created or renovated than large urban parks
in cities that are mostly built out (Frumkin, 2004).
Parks are also important for children because they can benefit from the
opportunity to play outdoors (Centers for Disease Control, 2004). This is especially
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important in light of studies that have shown the increase in obesity in children, and
the likelihood that obese children will become obese adults (Meckler, 2004). Moody
et al. (2004) concluded that public parks are understudied settings with the potential to
promote physical activity in youth, while Sallis and Glanz (2006) concluded that
“children and adolescents with access to recreational facilities, usually near their
homes, are more active than those without such access” (p. 91).
The general population is also starting to see the connection between parks and
active living. This is illustrated by a survey conducted by the American Public Health
Association that found that 75 percent o f adults think parks can and should have an
important role in addressing American’s obesity crisis (American Planning
Association, 2003). At the same time, research described in the April 2003 issue o f
Parks and Recreation, the practice journal of the National Recreation and Parks
Association, showed that park and recreation services are perceived by a broad crosssection o f park users to contribute to personal health and physical activity value.
Finally, the parks profession also is recognizing this renewed relationship
between parks and public health as practitioners are increasingly viewing their role as
one of “helping community residents improve their health by providing a place to
enjoy fresh air and exercise” (Walker, 2007).
The Need fo r Interdisciplinary Approaches
The field o f public health is now acknowledging that new approaches to
promote physical activity must come from other disciplines, such as planning and
parks management. Public health officials are “ready to explore the idea th a t ... the
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availability o f parks ... can have a positive impact on community health”
(Killingsworth, 2003). At the same time, parks professionals are now recognizing that
public parks are “key community assets in promoting physical activity” (Mowen,
2003). They are finding that the public health angle can lend credibility to the need
for parks in tight fiscal times (Killingsworth, 2003).
The field o f leisure studies offers a different lens through which to view active
recreation and use o f time. Leisure studies research is based in sociology with
European origins examining the use of growing leisure time as cities became
industrialized and working hours decreased (Godbey et al, 2005). Leisure studies
research tends to use an ecological model, integrating both the personal and
environmental influences on the use o f leisure time and more qualitative studies.
However, the focus is not simply on leisure-time recreation, but of all uses o f leisure
time, such as leisure participation, time utilization and type of activity (Bedimo-Rung,
2003). This is useful because it provides insight on activities that compete for
Americans’ time and possibly crowd out the potential for physical activity.
The studies o f time use have been useful in informing research on parks use.
According to Godbey et al. (2005), these studies find that Americans have 35-40 hours
of free time per week, but use only a fraction o f that time for active pursuits.
Henderson et al. (2001) and others are now advocating for a more inclusive approach
to research that integrates leisure use of time with environmental design to encourage
regular physical activity.
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The field o f leisure studies has primarily focused on individual determinants of
leisure time use and physical activity. These determinants are important because they
provide information on individual motivation to be physically active and to use parks.
More recently, Godbey et al. (2005), Henderson et al. (2005) and others have been
calling for a more integrated approach the examines both personal and environmental
influences on choices to be physically active in park settings.
Since access to parks and the mode of travel to park locations is an important
part of this research, transportation and travel behavior research should be integrated
into research on park use as well. Transportation research has drawn heavily on
demand theory, assuming that travel choices are made on economic cost-benefit basis
and has primarily focused on utilitarian travel. In addition, transportation research has
been more concerned with the presence of, access to or linkages o f specific
environmental features that promote or prevent walking and (Diez Roux, 2003). A
broader perspective that includes both transportation and recreational travel is needed
to provide a framework that accounts for travel choices that affect recreational park
use.
Recent and Current Studies on Park Use and Physical Activity
As mentioned earlier in this chapter, much o f the research on health-supportive
environments has focused on ways to increase walking for travel and recreation.
Significantly less work exists on the relationship between parks and physical activity.
Few studies have attempted to quantify physical activity in parks, or the relationships
between environmental factors and objective measures o f physical activity. This
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probably reflects an a priori assumption that people visiting parks are physically active
(Godbey et al., 2005). However, park goals and uses extend far beyond simply
providing settings for physical activity as outlined at the beginning o f this chapter.
Specifically there has been less focus on the association between park
characteristics and physical activity levels (Bedimo-Rung, Mowen & Cowan, 2005).
Since parks provide settings for physical activity, it is important to understand what
park features and facilities are associated with, and their influence on, physical activity
(Bedimo Rung et al., 2005; Godbey et al., 2005). Until recently, few studies were
systematically examining these associations.
Several recent and current studies are now addressing this gap. This research is
based on the premise that well-designed parks can encourage physical activity, and
thereby promote individual health (Giles-Corti, et al. 2005). As a relatively new field
o f inquiry, Ho calls for practical research to demonstrate the health consequences o f
parks, including simple measures o f the physical activity involved in park visits
(2003).
Limitations in the current knowledge on park use and physical activity among
park user are summarized by Frumkin et al. (2003):
Physical features o f parks and their surrounding neighborhoods have
not been well-studied as correlates o f park use;
There is a need to understand why some people use parks and others
do not; and
Little is known about the physical activity levels of park users.
37

Current research is beginning to address these knowledge gaps, although the
majority o f work is focusing on measuring the physical features o f the parks, activity
levels o f park users and developing conceptual models o f the relationships. Several
instruments have been developed and tested to collect data on park features, facilities
and conditions. Other studies are examining the correlation between the physical
features o f parks and physical activity (Bedimo-Rung, Floyd et al, 2007; Frumkin et
al., 2004, Kaczynski and Henderson, in press; Mowen & Cowen, 2005).
One o f the limitations of the current research is the cross-sectional design o f
the research. This limits the ability to infer causality or the direction o f the
relationship, even if one variable is treated as an independent variable (Kaczynski and
Henderson, in press). Again, this reflects the level o f maturity of the work and
provides needed information that can help identify the variables that should be
targeted in future research.
Conceptual Models, Frameworks and Characteristics o f Park Features
Bedimo-Rung, Mowen & Cowan (2005) propose a conceptual model of the
role o f parks in public health that links outcomes o f physical health benefits to park
visitation and park use, which in turn are influenced by user characteristics and park
characteristics. Most o f the current research is either implicitly or explicitly based on
this model, positing that park characteristics can influence decisions to visit parks and
to be physically active once there.
There also is not a common framework for studies in this area. Sallis, Owen,
and Fotheringham (2000) propose a five-phase framework to classify research in
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behavioral epidemiology, which could be applied to studies of the association between
parks and physical activity. The phases are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Establish links between the behavior and health
Develop measures o f the behavior
Identify influences on the behavior
Evaluate interventions to change the behavior
Translate research into practice

This appears to provide a promising and comprehensive framework for work in this
field. Public health research has done much work in establishing links between
behavior (physical activity) and health. Work in physical activity and exercise, such
as McKenzie’s SOP LAY and SOP ARC tools that will be described in the next
chapter, have developed and tested measures o f physical activity, although additional
work is needed to refine the measures, especially in differentiating activity levels.
Kaczynski and Henderson (in press) suggest that most studies to date fall into category
3, with few falling into the latter stages, suggesting a lack o f maturity in this research.
This also indicates the lack o f a common framework from which studies can be
designed and an opportunity to develop one as the research matures.
As expected in a new field o f inquiry, there is not yet a single accepted
assessment instrument to measure park characteristics. However, the park
characteristics that appear to be studied in most o f the research include park features,
condition, access, esthetics, and safety (Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005; Broomhall et al.
2004; Killingsworth et al. 2003). Killingsworth et al. (2003) emphasize the issue o f
safety, especially in low-income areas, because actual or perceived criminal activity
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may discourage use o f park facilities that encourage activity, such as walking on a
trail. They cite data from a five-state study that suggests physical activity rates in
areas perceived as safe were double the rate o f activity in less-safe areas.
The geographic areas of park facilities recommended for data collection
include the park activity areas, supporting areas, overall environment and surrounding
neighborhood (Bedimon-Rung et al., 2005; Broomhall et al., 2003). Several,
including the BRAT and POST methods, described in the next chapter, recognize the
importance of assessing elements o f the surrounding neighborhood context, including
the land use and transportation network, since they play an important role in park
access and use.
Findings of Recent and Current Research
The opportunity to review literature arid findings on the associations between
features o f parks and physical activity has been limited because the field is new and
still evolving. One of the first literature reviews, in press by Kaczynski and
Henderson, reviewed 50 studies that reported relationships between parks and physical
activity. However, more than one-half o f the studies included in this review examined
physical activity on trails, with the remainder focusing on activity levels in settings
that included recreation centers, exercise and fitness facilities, sports fields, golf
courses, swimming pools and access to water, such as a beach or lake. The review did
not include any studies of complete outdoor park environments and physical activity.
The studies included in this review illustrate the paucity o f research and data that
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examine the relationship between a complete park environment and physical activity
levels.
Overview o f Relevant Research on Park Environments and Physical Activity
There are a small number o f recent studies that are examining the relationship
between park environments and physical activity. The research to date focuses
primarily on assessing activity levels within parks, the association between park
features and facilities with park use and activity levels, and the influence o f access
and/or proximity o f parks on park use. While park inventory and assessment tools are
being developed and tested, as described in Chapter 3, few of these studies are using a
park inventory as part o f their research design. Most are incorporating direct
observation to collect data on park use and activity levels, while many are employing a
combination o f intercept surveys o f parks users and/or household surveys to obtain
additional data from both park users and non-users. Since this field o f inquiry is still
young, there is not much complete research, and much is yet unpublished.
This section describes the four recent and current studies, both published and
in progress. These have been featured in presentations and posters at the 2006 and
2007 Active Living Research Conferences in Coronado, California. An overview o f
these studies is described below and shown in
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Table 1. This is followed by a summary o f the primary findings o f these studies in the
areas o f activity levels and the influence o f proximity on park use.
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Table 1: Summary of Current Studies on Parks and Physical Activity
Frumkin et al.
Floyd et al.
2006, ongoing l 2007
Atlanta
Chicago &Tampa
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
n/a
n/a

Cohen et al.
2005 & 2007
Los Angeles
Neighborhood
n/a

Kacynski
2007
Waterloo, CA
Neighborhood
EAPRS

SOPLAY

SOPLAY

SOPARC

n/a

Household

Household and
Intercept
Proximity is main
determinant of
individual use.
Parks are under
utilized.

Household

Key Findings

Household and
Intercept
Unpublished

Results
Published

In process;
unpublished

Study
Date
Location
Park Type
Inventory
Method
Observation
Method
Survey Type

65% o f park user
sedentary.
Sport facilities
associated with
more moderatevigorous activity.
Presented at 2007
Active Living
Research
Conference

2005 & 2007

Parks with
trails more
likely to be
used for
physical
activity
Unpublished
doctoral
dissertation

All four of these studies are examining parks in existing older neighborhoods.
While the specific age o f the communities and parks is not provided, they all appear to
be centered in neighborhoods ranging in age from 20 to more than 50 years old. Three
o f the studies are located in areas with warmer climates (Atlanta, Tampa and Los
Angeles, while the other two are located in northern areas with more seasonal
temperature changes.
The Neighborhood Parks and Active Living (NPAL) study (Frumkin et al.,
2005) was designed to characterize the patterns o f use o f neighborhood parks and
identify predictors o f park use and predictors o f physical activity during park use in 12
parks in DeKalb County, Georgia. The research design included measuring attributes
o f park users, physical activity o f park users, physical features o f the parks and
neighborhood settings o f the parks. Their framework includes categories o f park
43

attributes, park connectivity and neighborhood attributes as independent variables with
physical activity in parks as the dependent variable. Data was collected through a
direct observation method based on McKenzie’s SOPLAY and intercept surveys of
park users. Phase 2 was designed as a case control study to test predictors o f park use.
This research is complete and in circulation for publication; results are net yet publicly
available.
Cohen et al.’s study o f urban park use and physical activity in Los Angeles,
California (2007), was designed to characterize park use, including user characteristics
and physical activity mode and intensity, and to determine how local residents
interacted with parks based on proximity, size and features. The research team used
the SOPARC method o f direct observation and intercept surveys to collect data about
park users, supplemented with interviews of adults in randomly selected homes within
two-mile buffers o f each park.
The study by Floyd et al. (2007) also was designed to examine levels o f leisure
time physical activity in neighborhood parks and the association between activity and
activity spaces, with the added dimension o f looking at these characteristics in diverse
and disadvantaged communities. While the park selection was designed to incorporate
contrasting neighborhood demographics, the study methods were similar to other
studies with similar research aims. Data were obtained through direct observation
using a modified version of the SOPLAY method. However, the conference abstract
and presentation did not mention use o f a park assessment instrument, nor any survey
methods.
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A study in process by Kaczynski and Havitz (2007) also examines the
association between park features and physical activities. This study is employing the
EAPRS instrument developed by Saelens et al. to collect data on park features and
facilities. Physical activity and park use data were collected through interviews with
adults in 1000 randomly-selected households. The subjects also were asked to record
physical activity episodes greater than 10 minutes in length for a period o f seven days.
Park Use and Activity Levels
Most of the current work attempts to classify activity levels of park users,
primarily using derivations of McKenzie’s SOPLAY and SOPARC methods.
However, as described earlier, the research has simply recorded activity types and
levels observed in the parks; studies have not focused on motivations for activity type
or levels within the park, or causality o f the relationship between park features and
activity levels.
Three studies found that most park users were inactive. Cohen et al. (2007)
found that two-thirds of park users were likely to be sedentary, while the Floyd et al.
(2007) study obtained similar results, finding 65% of park users were sedentary, while
23% were walking and 11 % were observed in vigorous activity. The NPAL study
(Frumkin et al. 2005) found that most park users engaged in light or inactive levels of
activity. Floyd et al. (2007) also found that sports facilities were associated with
greater levels o f walking or vigorous physical activity.
The Cohen study (2007) found that most common activities were sitting or
picnicking (22%) with only eight percent o f park users using the playground. This
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study also found many time periods when the park areas were unused, with target
areas empty 57% o f the time, and facilities were less used in the mornings. Both the
Floyd and Cohen studies found that that more males used the parks than females,
while Floyd et al. (2007) also found that more adults used the parks than children.
This research also found that parks serving similar socio-demographic
populations differ in their use and users’ activity levels, depending on the type o f
facilities present in the park. The NPAL a descriptive study o f patterns o f park use,
found that most park users arrived by car, but in two parks, the majority arrived on
foot. The other studies did not examine or report mode o f travel to the park.
Access and Proximity
Access and proximity to parks appear to be primary influences on park use.
Flowever, Kaczynski and Flenderson (in press) caution that drawing conclusions about
the importance o f proximity to park and recreation spaces was difficult because o f the
mixed results and wide variety o f descriptors used to measure access and proximity.
Flowever, they did conclude that for all the proximity categories, substantially more
positive or mixed associations were observed than non-significant relationships. Or,
looking at the issue conversely, Lee and Moudon (2004) found that poor access to
recreational facilities is a barrier to use.
Proximity to parks has been shown to be associated with increased physical
activity by a number of recent studies. In a study o f adolescent girls and physical
activity levels Cohen et al. (2005) concluded that availability o f parks was an
important correlate for physical activity. In a study of eight local parks in Los
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Angeles, Cohen et al. (2007) found that proximity was the best predictor o f park use
and frequency o f exercise.
Krahnstoever, et al. (2006) concluded that children are most active when they
live close to playgrounds and parks, and recreational facilities are available. Lund
(2003) found that access to parks increased pedestrian travel in new urbanist
communities.
Summary o f Current Research
As stated earlier, and supported by the preliminary findings o f the current
studies reviewed here, the research investigating the associations between park
features and physical activity is relatively new. Current studies are obtaining data on
physical activity levels in parks that are showing a variety o f activity levels and use in
parks, including a large percentage o f sedentary activity in some cases (Floyd, 2007,
for example). Since most of the studies are using McKenzie’s SOPLAY or SOPARC
method, they are collecting data in similar methods and classifications, which will
provide a good set o f cases for comparison and meta-analysis once more research is
complete.
The documentation of park features and facilities is less consistent, due to the
use of several different assessment tools. Hopefully, future use and testing o f these
instruments will lead to the development o f a single assessment tool that is adaptable
to parks of different scales and types, or at a minimum, fewer tools that use similar
classifications and measurement scales. This will allow for more systematic
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comparison o f results of park assessments, and comparison o f results once correlated
with park activity levels.
As noted by Kacyznski and Henderson (in press) and others, the research
design has not addressed the issue o f causality or direction of association between park
features, use and activity levels. This is the logical next step for the field, once the
tools and instruments have been refined. At the same time, more integration and
cross-disciplinary studies that integrate both personal as well as environmental
influences on behavior and activity level are needed to determine the inter
relationships among these variables. Finally, the results o f research need to be
translated and disseminated to practice. This will allow for design and evaluation o f
new park design and renovations to determine their relative influence on physical
activity levels.
Parks hold great promise to improve the activity levels and health of
individuals of all ages and ability. The research described here is providing a solid
foundation by developing and testing conceptual models and field instruments to
measure park features and physical activity levels. From there, the instruments can be
refined to ensure future studies examine similar park attributes and provide
consistency in measurements to allow for more generalizable conclusions to be made.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODS
This section provides a description of the methodology and research design
employed in this study. First, I describe the process and criteria for selecting the
development sites used for this study. Then I describe the four methods used to
collect original data: a field inventory o f park features and conditions, direct
observations of activity and use o f the parks, intercept surveys o f adult park users, and
interviews with park developers, designers and public agency officials. This includes
an overview o f the applicable literature on the instruments, a description o f how they
were designed, tested and used, and an assessment of the implementation. Finally, I
describe the secondary data sources, including planning documents, web-based
documentation o f the developments and parks, and U.S. Census data, which are
described in the final section.
The data collected through the inventories, interviews with developers and
public agency officials, and the review o f secondary data sources form the basis for
the results in Chapter IV, in which I answer the research questions about the intent for
the parks, and the facilities and features within the parks. This chapter describes the
developments and the parks within the developments. The data collected from the
observations and the intercept interviews, and the statistical analysis o f the data, form
the basis of Chapter V in which I answer the research questions about the motivation
and nature of park use, level o f activity within the park, and park features used.
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Site Selection
My goal was to examine parks in new communities in the Portland region
because new parks are an untapped area o f research. The small amount o f current and
recent research on this topic is primarily focused on older parks in large urban
communities, such as Los Angeles, Chicago, Tampa and Atlanta.

Selecting newer

parks for this study provided the opportunity to extend the established inventory and
field observation methods to contemporary park design. Using sites in Oregon also
allowed me to geographically expand the current research into the Pacific Northwest.
All of these factors allow me to evaluate the universal applicability o f the inventory
and observation tools.
I selected three recently-developed communities within the Portland
metropolitan as the sites for this study by examining maps provided by Metro, the
regional government serving the Portland area. I looked at the development permits
issued within the metropolitan region to identify sites o f recent, large-scale
development. I interviewed several faculty members at Portland State University
familiar with recent developments in the Portland metropolitan region and conducted
site visits. I dismissed neighborhood locations that did not provide a similar context,
such as a mix o f uses or inter-connected streets. In addition, I did not consider sites in
Clark County, Washington because the schools, tax system and state and local laws
and policies differed from those in Oregon. I also considered Villebois, a new
development in Wilsonville that fit my criteria, but the parks were not built and
residential construction had just started when I was conducting my research. In
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addition, I considered New Columbia, a HOPE VI project in north Portland.
However, after touring the site and researching its development, I decided not to
include it in the study because the factors influencing its design and development,
including the federal requirements, non-profit housing developers, and socio
demographics o f the residents, were quite different from the other developments. This
decision was validated by the gang problems that have surfaced in the development’s
primary park during the summer of 2006 and are continuing in the warm months o f
2007. Finally, I had originally proposed to study the Bethany area in Washington
County, but the development did not contain any neighborhood parks.
The developments selected for this study were: Orenco Station in Hillsboro,
Sunnyside Village in Clackamas County, and Fairview Village in Fairview, shown in
Figure 2 . 1 selected these sites because they share common traits that would allow me
to control for some o f the variables, such as the age o f development, neighborhood
context, and socio-demographics, and focus on the attributes o f the park. Specifically,
the selected developments:
-

were designed and constructed in a comparable time period (mid 1990s to
early 21st century) on open land (greenfield sites);
are located in neighborhoods with similar socio-economic markets o f middle to
upper-middle-class;
contain similar design and land use features including a mix o f land uses,
relatively dense housing and inter-connected street networks; and

-

incorporate neighborhood parks into residential areas.
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Figure 2: Location of Selected Developments
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However, the developments differed in terms o f their jurisdiction and
management. Two o f the developments (Orenco and Fairview) are located within
cities, while Sunnyside is located in an unincorporated county area. Also, the parks at
Orenco Station and Fairview Village are managed and maintained by the respective
cities, while the parks at Sunnyside Village are managed by North Clackamas Park
and Recreation District. The parks in the Arbor Homes portion o f Orenco are
managed and maintained by the Homeowners’ Association (HOA).
Field Inventory
A field inventory is a systematic evaluation o f the physical elements o f the
parks being studied. It also may be called a park audit or assessment. The inventory
documents the presence of facilities for any type o f activity in the park, the condition
or level of maintenance o f park features, and physical features related to safety, such
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as lighting. This method is a useful first step to gain an understanding o f the elements
present in the park and their condition.
Researchers are developing and testing inventory and audit instruments to
assess the features, facilities and conditions o f parks for active uses. These include the
following tools, summarized in Table 2 below. Copies o f all o f the instruments are
located in Appendix A.
Table 2: Park Inventory and Assessment Instruments
Name
Bedimo-Rung Assessment Tool
Environmental Assessment o f Public Recreation Spaces
Quality o f Public Open Space Tool
Systematic Audit o f Green-Space Environments
Physical Activity Resource Assessment
Recreation Facility Evaluation Tool

Acronym
BRAT
EARPS
POST
SAGE
PARA
N/A

Citation
Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005
Saelens et al., 2005
Broomhall et al. 2004
Byrne et al., 2005
Lee, et al. 2005
Cavnar et al., 2004

These instruments and their applicability to research on parks and physical
activity were discussed at the Active Trails and Parks group at the 2007 Active Living
Research Conference in San Diego. The group, comprised of leading researchers in
this field, acknowledged the issues arising with the number of assessment tools, the
overlap in some areas, and inconsistencies, such as the scale of measurement, in
others. The group would like to develop a matrix that outlines the key features
measured by each tool, the applicability to size, scale and type o f park, and the scale,
or units of measurement, used for each instrument. They also indicated that further
testing and refinement o f the audit tools is necessary, although current research using
these instruments is underway.
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Description o f Current Tools fo r Park Assessments
This section provides a brief description o f each o f the inventory or audit tools
currently being used and tested in several studies across the country. In summary, all
o f the tools are quite new and were developed concurrently. Most have been tested for
inter-rater reliability and have found that reliability is generally higher for objective
measures (such as counts or presence of features) and tends to be lower for subjective
ratings, such as cleanliness (Saelens, et al. 2006). Some, such as the EARPS and
BRAT, are just now being applied to'studies o f associations o f park features and
physical activity, in this work and other doctoral research (Kaczynski, 2007). Others,
such as the PARA and SAGE, have been used in research that has only recently been
published or still in press.
Bedimo-Rung Assessment Tool (BRAT)
The BRAT (Bedimo-Rung Assessment Tool) is based on a conceptual model
that conceptualizes park environmental characteristics in six areas: park features
(geographic areas, facilities, programs and diversity), condition o f features
(maintenance and incivilities), safety (perceived and objective), esthetics (design and
attractiveness), access (overall access, equitable access, individual access and within
the park access), and policies (management and budget). The BRAT is designed to
assess park environments in the five physical characteristics across four areas o f the
park: activity areas, supporting areas, overall environment and surrounding
neighborhood. The activity areas are listed in the instrument and represent a fairly
inclusive list o f activities that could take place in a park ranging from a variety o f
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sports courts to trails, playgrounds, and gardens. The supporting areas are those areas
not designed for activities, such as seating, lawn or natural areas. The overall park
environment considers the impression and meaning ascribed to the park as a whole
(Bedimo-Rung, et al., 2005). The surrounding neighborhood refers to neighborhood
characteristics, including demographics, that may influence how a park is used. By
fall 2004 the tool had been through three rounds o f testing using 15 teams o f observer
pairs in two parks. Results o f the tests indicated that the BRAT has good inter-rater
reliability, although the validity is somewhat lower. As expected, objective items
scored higher on reliability and validity than subjective items. The development o f the
BRAT also indicated that good training o f field observers and good maps are needed
to ensure accurate assessments.
The tool was developed and tested in a single location, and has not yet been
applied in other locations (Bedimo-Rung et al. 2005b). The authors o f the instrument
state that testing in other locations and climates is needed.
Quality o f Public Open Space Tool (POST)
The Quality o f Public Open Space tool, or POST, (Broomhall et al., 2004)
provides a systematic list of activity facilities, park environment, condition, safety and
surrounding areas to audit open spaces. The tool categorizes the data collection in four
areas: activities, environmental quality, amenities and safety. The tool was developed
in 1996 by researchers in the Department o f Public Health at the University of
Western Australia as part o f a project on Social, Environmental and Individual
Determinants of Health, a study of the physical factors in the local environment that
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may influence walking for recreation and transport. The POST is designed to audit
public open spaces, such as parks, with emphasis on the physical attributes that
encourage or discourage use for physical activities. It was revised in 2003 to include
collection o f data on facilities related to children and dogs, tested for reliability and
amended for items showing low reliability. The tool provides a fairly comprehensive
inventory o f urban park facilities, but does not assess the condition or quality o f each
individual feature. Similar to the BRAT, the POST contains questions about the
surrounding neighborhood and road network that provide useful supplemental
information to the inventory o f the park itself.
The POST was used to collect data about park attributes in a study o f public
open space in Perth, Australia to determine the association between access to public
open space and physical activity (Giles-Corti, et al., 2005). Data were collected by
two observers in 516 open spaces o f more than two acres (U.S. equivalent) within a
408-km area of metropolitan Perth. The research team used an expert panel of
architects, planners, public health academics and government experts to assess content
validity. The panel indicated that not all o f the attributes were equally important,
resulting in a second expert panel being assembled to weigh the attributes according to
their importance. This allowed the researchers to develop a composite score for each
open space evaluated. Highly weighted items included very good shade along paths,
irrigated lawns, and presence o f walking paths. The study also employed a random
survey o f households and observations o f public open space users. Since the focus o f
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the study was on the association between access and use, evaluation o f the POST tool
was not included in the discussion.
Environmental Assessment o f Public Recreation Spaces (EARPS)
Environmental Assessment o f Public Recreation Spaces (EARPS) was
developed by Saelens et al. (2004) to conduct environmental assessments o f public
recreation spaces. It was developed to respond to the issue that studies examining the
influence o f park features on activity levels have “generally by default considered all
parks and playgrounds to have the same elements and qualities, despite the awareness
that may differ substantially on these characteristics “ (Saelens et al., 2004, p. 191).
The authors found a need to have a reliable and valid instrument to assess physical
environmental factors that may be impacting physical activity in parks because they
are a frequent setting or opportunity for physical activity.
The EAPRS tool provides a comprehensive direct observation inventory to
characterize the physical environments o f parks and playgrounds. The initial
instrument contained 646 items to measure. Some features or amenities are rated on a
five-point scale, while others are rated on a three-point scale. This instrument
provides the highest level o f detail and number of items or categories to evaluate,
compared to others reviewed here. For example, paved trails are rated in six
categories, including existence and surface, signage and information, places to sit/rest,
access, safety/comfort and other. Within each o f these categories, there are between
six and ten objective and subjective conditions to be evaluated. Places to sit and rest
are rated by type, material, condition, comfort, landscaping, cleanliness, seat width,
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seat height and coverage/shade. The comprehensiveness o f this instrument may
provide more detail than necessary for most park audits. In addition, the number o f
conditions and subjective qualities evaluated makes training more difficult and raises
the possibility o f less inter-rater reliability.
This tool was developed by first surveying park professionals and park users
who identified park and playground elements and qualities. The instrument was
implemented in 92 parks and playgrounds, for inter-rater reliability, revised and
further tested, using 609 items. Results indicated that most items had good to excellent
reliability, especially for presence and numbers. They also found that cleanliness and
aesthetics remained less reliable. The authors concluded that the instrument provides a
“reliable assessment o f the physical environment o f parks and playgrounds (Saelens et
al., 2006, p. 205-206.)
This instrument was used by Kaczynski (2007)to document features in 17
parks in a Canadian municipality to assess the association of park features with
physical activity in parks. To the author’s knowledge, this was the first application of
the EAPRS tool outside o f the work by the team that initially developed and tested it.
Kaczynski planned to use an additional rater to assess the inter-rater reliability o f the
instrument, but did not discuss issues with implementation in his dissertation.
Recreation Facility Evaluation Tool
The Recreation Facility Evaluation Tool (Cavnar, et al.) was prepared by the
University o f South Carolina Prevention Research Center to evaluate facilities in
parks, playgrounds, sports fields, aquatic facilities and pools, and recreation centers.
58

This tool is designed to evaluate a larger recreation site that may include all o f these
facilities, and provides a general assessment o f presence, safety, condition and
maintenance o f each facility. For example, the tool simply asks the observer to place a
check mark beside the items found at the recreation site, such as park, playground
equipment, sports field, swimming pool, or walking trail. Outside o f the fields and
sports courts, the questions for the parks are limited to yes/no questions regarding the
size, cleanliness, and condition of the parks. No scales are used in the rating, and the
inventory o f park facilities, especially not related to sports facilities, is sparse. This
tool was developed to assess park facilities in a medium-sized county (population
104,237) and appears to be more o f a general inventory for park and recreation
facilities than a detailed assessment o f park features and facilities that could be
associated with active uses of the park. Given the purpose of the tool and the scale o f
site and purpose for which it was developed, this tool appears less applicable to
evaluating features and facilities in neighborhood parks.
Systematic Audit o f Green-Space Environments (SAGE)
The SAGE (Systematic Audit of Green-Space Environments) was developed
by Byrne, et al. (2005) to assess existing recreational open space as part o f the Green
Visions Plan for the tri-county region o f southern California. Similar to the
Recreation Facility Evaluation Tool, it was developed to inventory and assess parks
and open space resources at a system-wide scale and thus incorporates measures for a
wide variety o f park and open space types. The audit instrument borrowed from
similar audit instruments, such as SPACES (Systematic Pedestrian and Cycling
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Environmental Scan) instrument developed by Pikora and ROUTES (Research on
Urban Trail Environments) developed by Byrne and a team at the University of
Southern California. It also was informed by elements o f the BRAT tool. The SAGE
tool was used to conduct web-based and field audits o f urban parks, recreation
facilities, open space and beaches within the southern California study area. Given the
scope and range o f park types for which the tool was designed, it contains a
comprehensive checklist o f facilities and amenities that are found in large, regional
parks, such as golf courses, amusement parks and cultural facilities, as well as the
typical range o f recreational facilities and park features. Since the audit was designed
specifically for southern California, the inventory o f landscape features is specific to
the climate and type o f vegetation found in that region. The condition section consists
o f only nine questions, and condition of facilities is recorded as a single question.
This does not allow the condition of each element to be recorded individually. The
SAGE tool was designed for data to be input electronically, using PDAs equipped
with an ArcPad version o f the audit in the field. In a conversation with Jennifer
Wolch, one o f the co-authors o f the tool and study, she indicated that the electronic
interface required significant up-front time to program, hut produced time savings by
eliminating the need to enter field notes into an electronic format.
Physical Activity Resources Assessment (PARA)
The PARA tool was developed to assess and compare public physical activity
areas in low-income neighborhoods with high ethnic minority concentrations and
higher-income neighborhoods with lower minority concentrations. The one-page,
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check-box tool was intended to assess the type, quantity, features, amenities, quality
and incivilities o f all publicly accessible physical activity resources in urban
neighborhoods. This included not only parks, but churches, schools, sports facilities,
fitness centers, community centers and trails. Each feature or amenity is rated on a
three-point scale o f good, mediocre or poor. The research team was seeking to
develop an instrument that was brief, reliable and effective in providing an objective
assessment o f the physical activity resources. The tool is the briefest o f those
reviewed here; the instrument is one page, and typically takes less than 10 minutes to
complete for a facility that is approximately one city block in size. Given the emphasis
on brevity, it is by nature less complete than some o f the other instruments. In
addition, the PARA was developed to compare the level o f park amenity between
disparate neighborhoods, rather than to associate park facilities and features with
active recreation uses.
Selection o f Assessment Tool
Since each o f these assessment tools was created for a specific purpose, they
are not consistent with each other. The length o f the inventory tool ranges from a brief
one-page format (PARA) to 45 pages (EARPS). The tools also vary in terms o f the
type of facilities included, how the conditions are rated (from simply presence or
absence to a detailed scale rating the condition of each element), and the types of
scales used to rate them, rating o f conditions. Given the number of existing
assessment tools available, I decided to select and use one without significant
modification, rather than crowd the field by creating a new instrument or significantly
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modifying an existing tool. Using an existing assessment instrument also provided a
way to contribute to the ongoing research in the field by providing an additional test o f
the instrument.
I evaluated the trade-offs of the tools in terms o f their level o f detail,
consistency o f scale, length o f instrument and time to complete, quality o f the training
manual and documentation o f use, and applicability to the size and types o f parks in
this study. I chose the BRAT instrument to inventory and assess the park features and
conditions for this study because it was the most relevant to the size and scale o f parks
being investigated and the categories provided more flexibility for the variety o f park
types. It provides a comprehensive inventory o f park features and facilities, with
ratings of conditions o f each. By contrast, the SAGE and Recreation Facility
Evaluation Tool were developed for larger-scale park systems and included ratings for
facilities that were not applicable to neighborhood parks. In addition, the Recreation
Facility Evaluation Tool was too general in rating the features and conditions to be
useful for this study. The EARPS tool contained too many features not present in
neighborhood parks to be applicable. The PARA tool, while brief and easy to
complete, did not provide sufficient detail for this study. The POST provided a useful
set of categories and features for assessment, but did not contain ratings for the
condition of each park feature.
Inventory and Assessment Process and Limitations
Overall, the BRAT tool was useful in providing a systematic method to
document the features and conditions present in each park. Given the size and nature
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of the parks in this study, some of the categories in the BRAT, such as sports fields or
concession stands, were not applicable to any o f the sites. The training manual
provided adequate detail to rate the conditions o f the park features in most cases. The
photos and descriptions o f how to assign (or deduct) points for the ratings were quite
helpful. As with any instrument, the first few assessments were slower as I
familiarized myself with the tool and the rating system.
Ideally, a second observer would have conducted identical park audits,
allowing comparison and testing for inter-rater reliability. However, time and
monetary constraints prevented this from taking place. Given the three rounds of
testing for reliability, I felt comfortable that a single observer would adequately
document the presence and conditions o f park features sufficient for analysis in this
study. Also, my training in landscape architecture provided me with the professional
experience in site assessments to objectively evaluate the conditions and features
according to the criteria described in the manual.
Park Inventory and Selection Process
I conducted inventories o f each park within the three developments in April
2006. This section provides a brief outline o f the park sites and facilities in each
development; additional details on the parks are located in Chapter 4. Table 3 below
summarizes the parks in the developments.
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Table 3: Summary of Parks by Development
Development

Park

Orenco Station

Rosebay Park
Central Park
Arbor Community Park
Arbor Park
Arbor Chestnut Park
No name park
Arbor Tot Lot
Fairview Community Park
7 Pocket Parks
Sunnyside Village Green
Ashley Meadows Park
Summerfield Park
Sieben Park

Orenco South

Fairview Village
Sunnyside
Village

Park Type

Size

Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Mini-Park
Neighborhood
Mini-Parks
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood

2.5 acres
2.5 acres
Not available

6.4 acres
1.2 acres (total)
2.7 acres
1.69 acres
.9 acres
1 acre

Overview o f Park Sites
This section provides a brief overview of the parks and facilities in each
development.
Orenco Station
Orenco Station contains two community parks: Rosebay Park and Central
Park. Rosebay was designed as and functions as a neighborhood park and its features
are shown in Figure 3 through Figure 6. It is located entirely within the residential
area of Orenco Station and contains play equipment, a half-basketball court, picnic
and BBQ facilities, seating and an open lawn area. Central Park consists of a large
open lawn area, with a gazebo and benches. It is the terminus o f the main commercial
street, Orenco Parkway, within the development. Central Park is shown in Figure 7
through Figure 9.
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Figure 3: Rosebay Park Playground

Figure 4: Rosebay Park Seating Area
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Figure 5: Rosebay Park Ball Court

Figure 6: Rosebay Park Entry

Figure 7: Central Park Entry

Figure 8: Central Park Lawn and Gazebo

67

Figure 9: Central Park Seating Area

Orenco South
Orenco South contains five parks that are all located within the residential
neighborhood. Arbor Community Park, shown in Figure 10 through Figure 12 is
designed and used as a community park, and contains play equipment, a basketball
court, a picnic shelter and tables, benches and lawn areas with trees. Arbor Park,
shown in Figure 13, contains a gazebo and flagpole, picnic tables and benches, and
open lawn area. Arbor Chestnut Park, shown in Figure 14, is a small park with
benches, formal plantings and small lawn areas. The park with no name, shown in
Figure 15, contains pathways and picnic tables in a lawn area with mature trees. The
tot lot is a small parcel with play equipment and benches, and a small lawn area,
shown in Figure 16.
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Figure 10: Arbor Community Park Play Area

Figure 11: Arbor Community Park Picnic Shelter
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Figure 12: Arbor Community Park Trees and Lawn Area

Figure 13: Arbor Park

Figure 14: Arbor Chestnut Park

Figure 15: Arbor No Name Park

Figure 16: Arbor Tot Lot

Fairview Village
Fairview Village contains one neighborhood Park, Fairview Community Park,
which contains play equipment, a gazebo, picnic tables, seating, pathways, and art in
the form o f large wood carvings. It is located adjacent to a residential area and across
the street from the main civic/commercial street and City Hall. The park is shown in
Figure 17 through Figure 19. The Village also features seven pocket parks scattered
throughout the residential areas. A typical pocket park in Fairview is shown in Figure
20.
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Figure 17: Fairview Community Park Play Area

Figure 18: Fairview Community Park Gazebo Area
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Figure 19: Fairview Community Park Edge

Figure 20: Fairview Pocket Park Example

Sunnyside Village
Sunnyside Village has four neighborhood parks, with a fifth that was under
construction at the time this study took place. The Village Green is located adjacent to
the commercial area and a residential portion o f the development. It contains play and
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climbing equipment, a picnic shelter, picnic tables, seating, an open lawn area and a
stormwater detention area. This park is shown in Figure 21 through Figure 23.
Ashley Meadows and Summerfield Parks are both neighborhood parks, located within
residential areas. They contain play equipment, picnic areas and seating, and half
basketball courts, as well was open lawn areas and pathways. Ashley Meadows is
shown in Figure 24 and Figure 25; Summerfield Park is shown in Figure 26. Sieben
Park, is also a neighborhood park located in a residential area, next to a creek and
natural area. Shown in Figure 27, this park contains picnic tables and a pathway
through the park.
Figure 21: Village Green Play Area
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Figure 22: Village Green Ball Court

Figure 23: Village Green Path and Open Area
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Figure 24: Ashley Meadows Play Area

Figure 25: Ashley Meadows Entry

Figure 26: Summerfield Park Play Area

Figure 27: Sieben Park
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The process and results o f conducting the park assessments informed the
selection o f the parks in which the observations and intercept surveys would take
place. After visiting and assessing the parks in all three developments, I decided to
focus on the neighborhood parks. They would provide the most comparable data
between the three sites, they offered a variety o f features and facilities, and they
appeared to be the parks which people used.
Some o f the parks, such as the tot lot on the Arbor side o f Orenco and the
pocket parks at Fairview, were simply too small to generate much use, so I decided to
eliminate all o f the pocket parks in the developments.
At Orenco Station, the Central Park is classified as a neighborhood park, but
its design and features do not match the NRPA description for amenities found in a
neighborhood park, and it was usually devoid o f people during reconnaissance visits.
It also did not contain any facilities or features that had the potential to foster physical
activity. Given these conditions I decided to eliminate Central Park from
consideration for this study.
Similarly, at Orenco South, most o f the parks were designed for more passive
uses that did not appear to support physical activity. These parks also were not
populated during early site visits and pilot studies. Given the fact that the parks
appeared to be unused, it did not make sense to study parks that would not have people
in them to observe or interview.
At Sunnyside, Sieben property at Sunnyside is also a smaller park with few
amenities associated with a neighborhood park, and also was not often populated or
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used, so I eliminated it from consideration. Ashley Meadows and Sunnyside were
quite similar in size, amenity and context, so it seemed appropriate to select one o f the
two for further study. I consulted with Michelle Healy, Senior Parks Planner with
North Clackamas Parks and Recreation District, regarding the selection o f one o f these
parks for study. She suggested that Ashley Meadows generally received more use and
would provide a better study site than Summerfield. Given her input, I selected
Village Green and Ashley Meadows to study in the Sunnyside Village development.
The parks I ultimately selected were Arbor Community Park at Orenco South,
Rosebay Park at Orenco Station, Fairview Community Park at Fairview Village, and
two parks at Sunnyside Village: Village Green and Ashley Meadows. All o f these
parks contained features and equipment for physical activity, they were all
neighborhood parks within residential areas, and were used during site reconnaissance,
leading to the conclusion that there would be sufficient people in the parks to observe
and interview.
Field Observation
Field observations are a structured, non-participant method to record uses and
activities taking place in park settings. They provide information on how people use
parks, what activities they engage in, and the level o f activity (from sedentary to
vigorous), providing data on actual use versus perceived use. This helps overcome a
weakness in previous studies that relied on self-report instruments (Bedimo-Rung et
al., 2005), in which individuals may over- or under-report use o f facilities. In
addition, the observations show relative popularity o f park facilities and how they are
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used, including unintended uses o f facilities such as an ultimate Frisbee game being
played on a soccer field, or roller-blading on a basketball court.
Existing Field Observation Methods
The SOP LAY (System for Observing Play and Leisure Activity in Youth) was
developed to provide an “objective tool for quantifying physical activity in ‘open’
environments, such as recreation and leisure settings” (McKenzie, 2005, p. 2). It was
originally developed to record children’s activity level on school grounds before,
during and after school. SOPLAY grew out o f an earlier method called SOFIT
(System for Observing Fitness Instruction Time), which was designed to obtain
objective data on student activity levels and the lesson context in which they occur in
educational settings (McKenzie, et al., 1991). ,\McKenzie et al. (1991b) also
developed another observational method called BEACHES (Behaviors of Eating and
Activity for Children’s Health: Evaluation System) that he also developed and
published in 1991 (McThe focus o f BEACHES is slightly different than the other
methods and not appropriate for this study; BEACHES was designed to obtain data
on children’s at home physical activity and sedentary behaviors and selected
environmental (social and physical) variables that may influence the behavior.
The SOPLAY method is “based on momentary time sampling techniques in
which systematic and periodic scans of individuals and contextual factors within pre
determined target areas are made” (McKenzie, 2005, p. 2). During each scan, the
observer(s) code each individual’s gender and their activity as sedentary, walking or
very active. Entries are also made for time o f day, temperature, area accessibility, area
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usability, presence o f supervision, presence o f organized activity and equipment
availability. The results provide counts o f the number o f males and females in any
target area and their activity level, allowing comparisons to be made among different
environments. No recordings o f age are made since all of the subjects are school
children.
McKenzie also designed the SOP ARC (System for Observing Play and
Recreation in Communities), which was intended to assess park users’ physical
activity levels, gender, activity modes/types and estimated age and ethnicity
groupings. The method is similar to SOPLAY but intended for non-school ground
use. It is intended to record the same type o f information as SOPLAY with the
addition of age and ethnicity. Both methods were designed to overcome some o f the
difficulty o f measuring activity in open environments that is “complicated because
both the number o f participants and their activity levels change frequently”
(McKenzie, 2005, p. 2). However, SOP ARC was also intended to overcome the lack
of an objective tool to quantify physical activity in open environments, such as
recreation settings, which has hampered these types o f investigations.
Since they are based on momentary time sampling, observations provide a
“snapshot” o f activity in an area at any given time, providing a picture o f the range
and level o f activities taking place in that space. Also, the level of activity o f each
individual is recorded, allowing for analysis o f activity level in each area. This data is
important in understanding how park areas support active uses that can provide health
benefits.
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Many o f the studies o f parks and activity funded by Active Living Research
are using or modifying either the SOPLAY or SOP ARC (Floyd et al., 2007; Frumkin
et al., 2005; Kaczynski 2007 unpublished, for example). The current work by Floyd
presented at the 2007 Active Living Research Conference used observation data to
determine the activity level generally associated with each park feature or element.
The Floyd et al. study was limited to mid-day on the weekends, so the data did not
capture possible early and late-day activities, nor did it capture differences in weekend
and weekday activity. It does not appear that other methods are currently being used
in studies measuring physical activity levels in public parks. Most of the research is
focused on SOPLAY and SOP ARC
The NPAL Physical Assessment developed by Kohl is intended to provide a
method o f describing physical activity patterns during sampled time frames and
overcome the challenges of different in park design and resource limitations. The
NPAL assessment is based on procedures in the SOPLAY (System for Observing Play
and Leisure Activity in Youth) and SOP ARC (System for Observing Play and
Recreation in Communities) that rely on area observation as the unit o f analysis rather
than an individual (McKenzie, 2005). This work is complete but not yet published
(Mumford, 2007).
Limitations o f the SOPLAY and SOPARC Methods
The SOPLAY and SOPARC methods present several limitations. They do not
record individuals and activities during the non-observation times, resulting in
undercounting o f the overall activity in each target area during a specified time period.
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Also, observations do not track individuals, so the full range o f activities in which
each person engages are not recorded. Finally, individuals may be counted more than
once, if they remain present in the target area for more than one observation time
period.
Description o f Field Observations
I used the SOPLAY and SOP ARC methodology to design the field observation
instrument and field training manual because they appeared to provide the information
I would need to answer some o f the research questions, they had been tested in the
field, and were the methods o f choice for other studies examining the parks and active
uses, as described above. Using this method, I designed and tested a one-page
observation instrument (see Appendix B). The form was designed to record general
information, including park name, location or target area within the park, observer’s
name, date and time and weather conditions. Attributes o f the park also were recorded
with yes/no questions that indicated if the park was empty, usable, accessible,
presence o f organized events, and equipment. The method captured the gender o f
each individual, approximate age (child/teen, adult, senior), activity level, activity type
and equipment used. The activity and equipment codes were located on the
instrument for easy reference.
I also developed a training and reference manual, again based on the SOPLAY
and SOP ARC protocol, to train the observers and provide a field reference (see
Appendix B). Based on reconnaissance visits to the park sites, I divided the sites that
were larger or had more diversity o f uses into three target areas for observations. The
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sites with three target areas were Rosebay, Arbor Community and Fairview
Community Parks. The other sites were small and did not contain adequate variety o f
features to warrant division into smaller units for observation. Once the parks were
divided into target areas, I sketched maps to illustrate the target area locations and
boundaries, noting any landmarks that provided demarcation between areas. I also
noted potential observation viewpoints on the maps to ensure consistency among
observations.
To conduct the first set o f observations at the two Orenco Station parks, I
enlisted the assistance o f students enrolled in the summer Capstone course on
community place making. (The students also conducted intercept surveys, which are
described in the next section). I worked with instructors Shanna Eller and Pedro
Yusef Ferbel-Azarate to incorporate this work into their curriculum and oversee the
student work. In June 2006, Ms. Eller and I conducted a pilot study o f the two sites to
test the training manual, observation instrument and the maps. Based on our field
work and Ms. Eller’s suggestions, I refined the manual, instmment and maps. In early
July 2006,1 conducted a classroom training with the students to explain the research
goals, observation methodology and protocol. The classroom training was followed
by a field training on a separate day. Ms. Eller and I visited both park sites with the
students, conducted test observations, and responded to questions about the instrument
and protocol. Based on the students’ input, I made minor modifications to the training
manual to clarify remaining questions on the protocol.
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I scheduled observations in each park for a one-week period in the good
weather months o f July and August, and possibly early September, depending on the
schedule o f the observers. The goal was to cover as much time as possible between
8:00 am and 6:00 pm for the week-long period to document the full range of activities
taking place and the numbers o f people taking part in each activity. This schedule
was intended to overcome a weakness in other studies that missed earlier morning and
early evening activities, and in some cases, weekday activity altogether. The Capstone
students signed up for shifts for a week period between July 14 and July 20, 2006.
Observations took place for three to ten hours per day in each o f the two parks
(Rosebay and Arbor Community) during the week-long period, with the majority o f
observation hours occurring on the weekends.
Observations took place at the top o f each hour o f the assigned period. They
were conducted in each target area in numerical order. The observers were instructed
to scan the target area from left to right and record the information on each individual
at the time o f the scan. If the individual later changed activity type or intensity, it was
not recorded a second time. (Limitations o f this method are discussed later in this
section.)
To conduct observations in the other parks, I received a grant from the
Northwest Health Foundation. This allowed me to hire two graduate assistants to
conduct the field work at Fairview Village and Sunnyside Village. I met with each
assistant individually to conduct the training and answer questions. In addition, I
conducted a field training with one o f the graduate assistants; the other student was
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more familiar with this type o f research so we did not conduct a field training. The
assistants conducted field observations in Fairview Community Park from August 12
to August 20, 2006; Sunnyside Village Green from August 21 to August 27, 2006; and
Ashley Meadows from August 29 to August 31, 2006, and the weekend o f September
9 and 10. In addition, one assistant provided additional observations at Rosebay and
Arbor Community Parks August 19-20, 2006 and August 26-27, 2006 to supplement
the work o f the Capstone students.
Table 4 through Table 8 below summarize the number o f hours by day that
observations were conducted in each park and the weather conditions during the
observations. Table 9 summarizes the total hours o f observations and number o f
people observed in each park.
Table 4: Summary of Observations at Fairview Community Park
Day
Date
Weather

Sat.
8/12/06
Sun,
warm

Tues.
8/15/06
Sun,
warm

Weds.
8/16/06
Overcast
Cool

# Hours

9

9

9

Thurs.
8/17/06
Sun,
wind
Warm
9

Fri.
8/18/06
Sun,
warm

Sun.
8/20/06
Sun,
warm

9

9

Table 5: Summary of Observations at Sunnyside Village Green
Day
Date
Weather

Mon.
8/21/06
Sun,
warm

Weds.
8/23/06
Partly
cloudy

Thurs.
8/24/06
Partly
cloudy

Fri.
8/25/06
Sun,
warm

Sat
8/26/06
sun,
warm

Sun.
8/27/06
Sun,
warm

# Hours

9

9

9

9

9

9
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Table 6: Summary of Observations at Ashley Meadows
Day
Date
Weather

Tues.
8/29/06
Cloudy,
wet

Weds.
8/30/06
Partly
cloudy

Thurs.
8/31/06
Sun,
warm

# Hours

5

9

8

Sat.
9/9/06
Clouds
and sun,
cool then
warm
9

Sun.
9/10/06
Sun,
warm

9

Table 7: Summary of Observations at Arbor Community Park
Day
Date

Fri.
7/14/06
Sun,
warm
5

Weather
# Hrs

Sat.
7/15/06
Sun,
warm
6

Sun.
7/16/06
Sun,
warm
5

Mon.
7/17/06
Sun,
warm
3

Tues.
7/18/06
Sun,
warm
5

Weds.
7/19/06
Sun,
warm
3

Thurs.
7/20/06
Sun,
warm
8

Sat.
8/26/06
Sun,
warm
9

Sun.
8/27/06
Sun,
warm
9

Table 8: Summary of Observations at Rosebay Park
Day
Date
Weather
# Hours

Fri.
7/14/06
Sun,
warm
3

Sat.
7/15/06
Sun,
warm
9

Mon.
7/17/06
Sun,
warm
10

Tues.
7/18/06
Sun,
warm
8

Weds.
7/19/06
Sun,
warm
3

Thurs.
7/20/06
Sun,
warm
5

Sat.
8/19/06
Sun,
warm
9

Sun.
8/20/06
Sun,
warm
9

Table 9: Total Hours of Observation Conducted and Individuals Observed by Park
Park
Fairview Community Park
Village Green
Ashley Meadows
Arbor Community Park
Rosebav Park
Totals

Total Hours
O f Observation
54
45
40
53
56
248

Total People
Observed
426
459
127
383
163
1558

The Capstone students provided their completed observation instruments to the
instructors, who reviewed them and forwarded them to me. The graduate assistants
returned the completed instruments directly to me at the completion o f the observation
periods. I developed a data entry spreadsheet and entered a sampling o f data to test
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the spreadsheet. After making modifications, I hired a graduate assistant to enter the
data and conduct initial data cleaning. I completed the data cleaning before beginning
data analysis. After data cleaning, 1558 individual observations remained in the data
set for analysis.
Intercept Surveys
While observations provide objective information on park use and activity
level, this method does not provide any information on motivations for park use.
While the current Active Living Research has focused primarily on the influence o f
environmental factors of parks on physical activity levels, the field o f leisure studies
has also focused on individual, or intrinsic, motivations for park choice and use
(Godbey et al., 2005; Bedimo-Rung et al. 2005). To supplement the observations and
attempt to learn more about park users’ preferences and motivations for park choice
and activities, I employed an intercept survey o f park users at all park sites.
The intercept surveys o f park users were intended to learn why they chose to
visit that particular park, frequency o f visits, and what activities they engaged in, and
what facilities they used in the park, as well as some basic demographic information
including age range and general location o f residence. The questionnaire for the
intercept survey is in Appendix B.
While this method limited the respondents to those who use the park, it was
still a valid method for this research for several reasons. First, since this study was
focused on if and how the parks are used for physical activity, it was logical to survey
those who actually use the parks. Second, the response rate for in-person interview
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surveys tends to be higher than for self-administered questionnaires (Singleton &
Straits, 1999). Third, this method provided information on users who may not live
within the development, as opposed to a neighborhood survey that would be limited to
residents o f the development in which the park is located. Finally, face-to-face
interviews allow for a longer interview, observation o f the respondent, and the ability
to clarify or ask follow up questions as needed within the survey protocol.
One o f the limitations o f using the intercept survey, as opposed to a random
household survey o f neighborhood residents, is that I was unable to collect
information about non-park users. A household survey would provide information on
whether members of the household use other parks and for what purposes, as well as
information on their physical activity levels and where they partake in activities.
While information on actual park use provides important data for this research, it is
also important to understand why individuals and families may not use parks, or may
not choose to use the parks within their neighborhood.
I used the survey instrument from the Neighborhood Parks and Active Living,
or NPAL study (Frumkin, et al.) as a model for this survey. Karen Mumford, one o f
the research team members, provided two versions o f the survey and some background
information on how it was designed and used. The NPAL survey was developed for a
study with similar goals and had been field tested. However, given the budget and
time constraints, the survey for this study was much shorter than the NPAL study
survey. I reviewed the research questions and NPAL study with my advisor and
developed a survey instrument for field testing. The survey instrument and protocol
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were submitted for Human Subjects Review by the University and approved before
the field work took place.
The intercept surveys were conducted by the same students and graduate
assistants who conducted the observations. They were instructed to complete the
observation at the top o f each hour, then interview each adult individual in the park
during the remaining time o f approximately 45 minutes. Originally I had planned to
instruct the interviewers to solicit interviews from participants in each activity type
noted during the field observation. However, during pilot testing, it appeared that the
number o f park users present at any given hour was low enough to allow all park users
to be approached for a survey. The only time this was not feasible was one evening in
Fairview Community Park when a Farmer’s Market was taking place. Since I knew
the event was taking place, I instructed the graduate assistant to attempt to interview
park users of both genders approximately equally and to approach individuals in a
variety of age categories over 18.
The interviewers were instructed to approach adults who appeared to be at
least 18 years o f age. They were given an introductory statement to read to the
potential survey participants. In the statement, they introduced themselves, the
purpose for the survey and general goals for the research. In addition, each
interviewer was provided with a copy of a letter from me, and several o f my advisor’s
business cards if any park user had additional questions about the research. Copies of
the introductory statement and letter are located in the appendix.
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My goal was to complete at least 50 surveys per park, although the number of
park users present during the survey periods limited this in some o f the parks. The
number o f surveys completed by park are shown in Table 10 through Table 14 below.
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Table 15 summarizes the total number o f surveys completed. After the data
were cleaned, and non-responsive surveys were discarded, a total o f 283 surveys
remained. As shown in Table 12, there was one day o f observations (Sunday,
September 10, 2006) when no one was present in the park.
Table 10: Summary of Surveys at Fairview Community Park
Day
Date
# Surveys

Tues.
8/15/06
24

Sat.
8/12/06
14

Weds.
8/16/06
15

Thurs.
8/17/06
20

Fri.
8/18/06
23

Sun.
8/20/06
11

Fri.
8/26/06
8

Sat.
8/27/06
10

Table 11: Summary o f Surveys at Sunnyside Village Green
Sun.
8/21/06
9

Day
Date
# Surveys

Tues.
8/23/06
5

Weds.
8/24/06
11

Thurs.
8/25/06
13

Table 12: Summary of Surveys at Ashley Meadows
Tues.
8/29/06
1

Day
Date
# Surveys

Weds.
8/30/06
6

Thurs.
8/31/06
12

Sat.
9/9/06
1

Sun.
9/10/06
0

Table 13: Summary of Surveys at Arbor Community Park
Day
Date
#
Surveys

Fri.
7/14/06

Sat.
7/15/06

Sun.
7/16/06

Mon.
7/17/06

Tues.
7/18/06

Weds.
7/19/06

Thurs.
7/20/06

Sat.
8/26/06

Sun.
8/27/06

7

3

14

4

1

5

4

5

12

Table 14: Summary of Surveys at Rosebay Park
Day
Date
# Surveys

Fri.
7/14/06
2

Sat.
7/15/06
18

Mon.
7/17/06
10

Tues.
7/18/06
10
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Weds.
7/19/06
6

Thurs.
7/20/06
3

Sat.
8/19/06
7

Sun.
8/20/06
5

Table 15: Summary o f Surveys Completed at All Parks
Park
Arbor Community Park
Rosebay Park
Ashley Meadows
Sunnyside Village Green
Fairview Community Park
Total

Number of Surveys Completed
56
59
20
56
107
298

Limitations o f the Intercept Survey
One of the limitations o f the intercept survey method is that information is not
collected about non-park users. Since one o f the underlying goals o f the research is to
determine which park features and facilities are associated with active uses, it is also
important to understand why individuals choose not to use parks for activity. Random
household surveys o f the neighborhoods would provide data on the non-park users.
However, due to the cost o f such a survey, I was not able to conduct one as part o f this
study.
Interviews
I conducted interviews with the developers and appropriate public officials
(planning and parks directors) to gain an understanding o f the intent for the parks, how
they were planned, and the policies that guided their development. I initially had
considered interviewing the park designers as part o f this process. However, during
the interviews with the developers and public agency officials, it became apparent that
most o f the major decisions about the parks, including location, size, design program
of features and amenities, and equipment, had been made by the public officials and
developers. The designer’s role was limited to providing alternative layout plans for
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the selected site that confirmed to the established design program. It appeared that the
developers and public officials were able to provide the data necessary for this study.
Interviews took place in person and by telephone over a period o f time
spanning from summer 2006 through spring 2007. A list of the interview questions
and individuals interviewed is located in Appendix C. Information from these
interviews was used primarily to describe the history o f the developments and park
development within them. In addition, interview information provided the basis for
some o f the analysis and discussion.
Secondary Data Sources
I used two types o f secondary data sources: documents from the applicable
public agencies, and U.S. Census data. The public agency documents included
general planning documents, zoning regulations and codes, master plans for the
developments, park and recreation master plans, site master plans and maps, and webbased images o f the developments and parks. As public information, most of this
information was readily available. In addition, I used data from two surveys published
by Dill (2006) for Orenco Station, Orenco South and Fairview Village, that provided
more recent information on household composition.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS OF INVENTORIES, INTERVIEWS AND
SECONDARY DATA SOURCES
Table 16 below shows the relationship between the research questions, the
variables, and the measurement methods that I used in this study.

This chapter

presents research results that address the first two research questions listed in Table
16. The next chapter will present the results that address the remaining questions.
T able 16: Sum m ary of R esearch Q uestions, V ariables and M easurem ents
Question

D ata

1: Is active living an explicit
goal or function for park
design?

Existing Policies
Development goals

2: What are the design features
and facilities o f the parks?
3a: What is the nature and
motivation for park use
3b. What type o f activity takes
place in the parks?
3c: What is the frequency and
duration o f park visits
4: What features and facilities
encourage active use?

Park characteristics
Rationale for park use
Activity in park

M easurem ent
M ethod
Interviews with developers and
agency officials
Review o f plans, policies and
regulations
Field inventory o f park conditions
and features
Intercept survey o f park users
Field observation o f park users
Intercept survey o f park users
Intercept survey o f park users

Park Visits
Park use

Field observation o f park users
Intercept survey o f park users

Research Questions
Question 1: Is active living an explicit goal or function for park design o f new
communities on the part the developers, public agencies and designers? What other
goals, objectives and expectations are defined for new parks?
Hypothesis: Parks in new developments are intended to serve multiple objectives,
including social, environmental, economic, passive and active recreation goals. Park
location, facilities and design may be influenced by other conditions, such as the
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marketing goals o f the developer, financial considerations, community desires and
plans, and existing parks near the development. Active living may not be an explicit
objective in the design and programming o f these parks.
Question 2: What are the design features and conditions in new parks?
Hypothesis: Parks in new developments contain some features that support active
recreation, but also serve other goals and functions.
Overview of Chapter Contents
This chapter is organized around the five developments examined for this
study. It includes the results of the field inventories, telephone and in-person
interviews with representatives o f public agencies and developers, site visits, review of
applicable and available public agency documents and U.S. Census data. The
interview questions and list o f individuals interviewed is located in Appendix C. A
summary o f the U.S. Census Data and Census maps in located in Appendix D.
For each development, I provide an overview of the development, including
the location, size, land use and attributes, as well as brief history o f the development’s
evolution. I also describe all o f the parks within the development, including the
background (when available) about decisions that determined the location, size,
facilities and features of the parks, and the conditions o f the park today. The findings
presented in this chapter, especially information from the initial sites visits and park
inventories, were used to determine which parks I selected for more detailed analysis.
Therefore, I include information on all o f the parks and open spaces within the
developments to provide a full picture o f the development and to provide context for
97

the parks that were selected for this study. These findings also will inform some o f the
discussion, which refers to parks in the developments that were not selected for
additional investigation for this study. However, plan view diagrams are provided
only for the selected parks in this study.
Orenco Station and Orenco South
Orenco Station is located in Hillsboro, Oregon, west o f Portland. Bisected by the
Westside light rail line known as MAX, Orenco consists o f two major developments:
the original Orenco Station, sometimes referred to as “Orenco North”, and the
subsequent development by Arbor Homes south o f the light rail line, often called
“Orenco Station South”. For this study, Orenco Station denotes the original
development to the north of the light rail, and Orenco South will denote the Arbor
Homes development to the south. Figure 28 below shows the location o f both
developments.
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Figure 28: Location of Orenco Station and Orenco South
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Overview o f Orenco Station
Orenco Station was built between 1997 and 2003 on 200 acres o f land near the site
o f the historic community o f Orenco, a company town for the Oregon Nursery
Company. The site o f Orenco Station was designated as a “Town Center” under the
regional 2040 plan adopted by Metro. The regional government hoped that this
greenfield site would provide a mix o f uses and housing types that would be accessible
to and promote use o f the new light rail line extension west from Portland to
downtown Hillsboro (Orenco Station, n.d.). The developers, PacTrust and Costa
Pacific Homes, assembled a team o f designers, engineers and business experts to
create a master plan that achieved regional and local goals of a compact, walkable,
transit-oriented development (Mehaffy, personal communication, March 27, 2007).
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The plan included a new zoning ordinance that addressed issues such as street
width, setbacks and accessory dwelling units to implement the project. The plan’s
design was organized around a central spine, or promenade (now Orenco Parkway)
that extended from the light rail station north to the commercial center, terminating at
the Central Park and radiating into the residential zone (Mehaffy, personal
communication, March 27, 2007). According to Mike Mehaffy, then project manager
for developer PacTrust, one of the key concepts o f the site plan was a sequence o f
open spaces that linked the pedestrian experience through vistas and visual
monuments to create a sense o f place. In addition, the developer wanted to alleviate
the potential drawbacks o f density and make the homes in this untested product type
more appealing to homebuyers by distributing green areas throughout the
development.
Orenco Station contains 218,000 square feet o f retail and 30,000 o f office
space and a mix o f residential uses, including more than 400 single-family homes,
approximately 700 row houses, 200 condominiums and 500 apartments (Orenco
Station, n.d.). The short, pedestrian-oriented commercial street features storefront
retail and restaurants, with commercial office space above. In addition, several large
stores, including a grocery (New Seasons) and home store (Kitchen Kaboodle) are
located along Cornell Road, the main arterial adjacent to the development. The
residential component includes apartments, live-work town homes, and single family
residential homes with front porches. The homes have small yards, while the other
units often have only a balcony for outdoor space.
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Orenco Station is widely considered a successful example o f transit-oriented,
new urbanist development, primarily due to the success o f the retail component, which
has eluded many other such developments, according to web site o f the Congress for
New Urbanism (www.cnu.org).
Demographics o f Orenco Station
According to the 2000 Census, Orenco Station is primarily owner-occupied,
with renters making up only five percent of the households. The population is fairly
homogeneous, with 92% Caucasian. Most households (90%) contain no children
under 18 years old and 83% have no one over 65 years of age, pointing to the expected
demographic o f high-tech professionals.
More recent data obtained by Dill (2006a) in a 2005 survey o f Orenco Station
residents found that between four and ten percent o f the single family and multi-family
households contained people under the age o f 16. This survey also found that 29% of
survey respondents represented one-person households, 59% of survey respondents
represented two-person households, and 12% represented households o f three or more
persons. Nineteen percent o f respondents were over 64 years o f age. Essentially, this
survey found that the Orenco Station is primarily made up of one- and two-person
households without children.
Orenco Station Park Planning and Design
Two neighborhood parks, Central Park and Rose Bay Park, are located within
the development as shown in Figure 29. The parks were designed by landscape
architects who worked for the developer. The developer oversaw implementation o f
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the park plans, then turned the parks over to the City o f Hillsboro. The City now
manages and maintains the parks (Mehaffey, personal communication, March 27,
2007).
Figure 29: Location of Parks at Orenco Station
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The parks at Orenco Station were envisioned as a key element to make the plan
work according to project manager Mike Mehaffy. The developer, PacTrust, was
proposing a relatively new and untried residential format of higher density, minimal
set backs and small or no yards for most o f the units. They felt it was crucial to pay
close attention to the amenities, including parks and open space, to make the
development appealing to potential buyers. As stated above, one o f the key concepts
o f the site plan was a sequence o f open spaces to create a sense o f place, according to
PacTrust project manager Mike Mehaffy, indicating a priority on design. However, the
intent to encourage walking by enhancing the pedestrian realm reflects new urbanist
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values o f designing communities that support walking and bicycling for short trips and
daily activities. Again, this goal is not explicit to active living and reflects the
thinking o f new urbanist design more than active living goals, but is still beneficial in
getting residents to walk more. In addition, the parks and green spaces at Orenco
Station were intended to foster social capital. Descriptions o f Orenco’s planning and
design process refers to goals such as “encourage encounters between neighbors”
(h ttp ://www.nrdc.or g/citi es/smartGrowth/solve/orenco.asp. 2007) and providing an
environment that “engendered a spirit o f community” (Fletcher Farr Ayotte, 2007)
more than any reference to active living or recreation
The City o f Hillsboro had planned for a single, five-acre park at the edge o f the
site, but the development team felt that it was important to distribute the parks
throughout the community at a variety o f sizes and scales. PacTrust thought the parks
should be closer to the homes, and also located within the development, not on the
edge. To accomplish this, they negotiated with the City to swap the designated park
site for two, 2.5-acre sites within the development. As a result, every home at Orenco
Station is within 750 feet of either Rosebay or Central Park according to Mehaffy.
The character o f the parks was driven by the demographic PacTrust expected
to purchase homes, and also by the design goals for the project. PacTrust saw one park
focused on recreation, and the other serving as a visual amenity. Since their target
market was primarily empty nesters and high-tech professionals (single and couples)
without children, they did not feel the need to develop both parks with recreational
amenities. They saw the recreation-oriented park (Rosebay) as a relaxed, informal
103

place with sports and picnic facilities, while Central Park was envisioned as a formal
place with emphasis on visual amenity (Mehaffy, personal communication, March 27,
2007).
Parks at Orenco Station
Orenco Station features two neighborhood parks, Rosebay and Central Park,
which are described in this section. Table 17 and Table 18 below summarize the park
facilities at Orenco Station.
Table 17: Summary of Parks at Orenco Station
Park
Rosebay Park
Central Park

Type
Neighborhood
Neighborhood

Size
2.45 acres
1.1 acres

Year Constructed
1998
1998

Table 18: Summary of Facilities at Orenco Station Parks
Open Lawn
Play Equipment
Basketball Courts
Benches
Bike Racks
Shelters
Picnic Tables
Drinking Fountains
Pathways
Sports Fields
Parking
Restrooms
Garden

Rosebay

Central

X

X

X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X

X

X

RosebayPark
Rosebay is a 2.45-acre park surrounded by residential development and located
within one-quarter mile o f the edge commercial/retail node. It is surrounded on three
sides by local residential streets and homes, and on the fourth side by a multi-family
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residential development o f townhomes, as shown in Figure 30. Rosebay Park contains
a play area, half basketball court, paved pathway, open turf/awn area, and picnic
facilities including tables, fire pit and BBQs. This park was intended to provide the
recreational facilities at Orenco Station, but was originally designed primarily for
adult park users. The play equipment was added later when more families were living
in the development and desired places for younger children to play. When the City
first installed the play equipment, nearby residents objected and the City moved the
play equipment to another location. However, the residents who overlooked the park
did not want to see the play equipment, so the City installed vegetative screens to
reduce the negative impacts o f their view (Ordall, personal communication, March 30,
2007).
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Figure 30: Plan Diagram of Rosebay Park
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Figure 31: Rosebay Park

Central Park
Central Park is a 2.5-acre park that is comprised o f a large green lawn bounded by a
pavilion at the end nearest the commercial district and a gazebo at the other end.
Plantings, lighting and benches complete the amenities in this park. Most o f the
benches are located at the end o f the park closest to the commercial district. The vast
majority o f the park is made o f up the open lawn.
This park was designed to be the community’s main park, serving as the
terminus of the “Main Street Promenade” o f Orenco Station Parkway, the
development’s commercial street. It was intended to be available for public functions
and to provide a transition between the commercial area and single-family residential
neighborhood. Central Park was envisioned as a formal park that anchored the
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physical plan for Orenco Station by providing the terminus of the main axis (Orenco
Station Parkway). According to Mike Mehaffy, PacTrust’s manager for the project,
this park was intended as a visual amenity for the surrounding homes and the
development as a whole.
Table 19: Central Park

Evaluation o f Parks at Orenco Station
Both o f the parks at Orenco Station are well-maintained, clean and are visually
appealling. However, Central Park is rarely used. This is supported by information
about the park on the City’s web site, which states that one of the deficiencies o f this
park is underutilization. Through more than ten visits to the park for reconnaissance
and inventory, I saw the park occupied twice. During one visit, two women who lived
across the street were throwing a Frisbee for their dog. During another visit, two
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people were eating lunch on one o f the benches at the end closest to the commercial
area.
Clearly, this park was located and designed more for aesthetics and adherence
to new urbanism principles than for any specific active uses; or frankly much use at
all. The language describing the park uses terms such as “large green space” or
“terminus o f the promenade”, indicating use o f the space for design purposes, rather
than for recreation. In addition, the visual features, such as the gazebo, while
providing visual amenity and formality to the park, are not really functional. They do
not contain benches or tables, leading to the conclusion that they are purely
ornamental.
The lack o f use at Central Park is not surprising given the stated intentions for
this park. Its design, location, and lack of useful amenities also reinforces the concept
that active recreation needs to be an explicit goal for park provision, design and
facilities. When activity is not prominent in the design program, a park may not be
designed or used for active recreation. Central Park also illustrates that large expanses
o f lawn without a specific purpose or program and often left unused.
On the other hand, Rosebay Park seems to be well-used. During
reconnaissance visits, inventory, and field observations, the play equipment was the
most-used feature of the park. This is a bit ironic, given the fact that this park was
originally designed without play equipment, and that adjacent residents initially
protested the addition o f the play equipment. However, the primary portions o f the
park that receive use, as will be described in the next chapter which details park use,
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are those with useful amenities, such as the play equipment, seating ledge, and picnic
tables. The large open space o f the park is rarely used.
With the high densities planned for Orenco Station, the developer had an
explicitly stated goal o f using the open space for visual amenity. While the parks
achieve this goal, they also raise some important questions. First, with limited park
space, is the amount of open, non-usable space an appropriate priority for this type of
development? The parks and open space are common goods which at Orenco appear
to serve no functional purpose for active recreation, passive use or environmental
function. While this study is focusing on the use o f park for regular physical activity,
the greater question o f the benefits o f park land for residents cannot be ignored.
Many, including the developer, would argue that there is value in providing open
space without any function, other than to provide green, unbuilt areas in dense
developments. While this is certainly true, it raises the question o f whether the open
space can be designed and located to provide opportunities for physical activity as
well as alleviate the denseness o f the built environment.
As has already been illustrated at Orenco, community demographics change
over time, resulting in different demands for parks than those for which they were
originally designed. Rosebay Park’s design was able to accommodate the addition o f
play equipment fairly easily in terms of function and design, putting aside the issue of
aesthetics. However, while the large open space at Central Park provide a blank slate
for the addition of new features, its linear nature would make it more difficult to add
facilities from a design perspective. And given its visibility from the commercial and
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residential areas of the development, and past history at Rosebay Park, the addition of
any new facilities or equipment for active recreation are likely to be met with
resistance. In most parks, non-use would be a problem with the potential to generate
maintenance and vandalism issues. Given the park’s location and visibility, combined
with the demographic o f the development’s residents, make this unlikely in the near to
mid-term. But, as history has shown, those demographics could change dramatically
in the long run, and the park, without active uses, could also devolve into a wasteland
o f empty space.
In conclusion, the developer’s advocacy for two parks, making them closer and
more accessible to the community, provided the development with two parks and
increased the proximity of more residences to a park site. However, Rosebay’s design
and location seem to support a moderate use for physical activity, especially by
children, while Central Park’s design and location dictated by design and aesthetics
rather than use have created a pretty, but empty and inactive space.
Overview o f Orenco South
Orenco Station South consists of more than 800 single-family homes,
townhouses and apartments on 82 acres southwest of the light rail station. Developed
by West Hills Development and Arbor Custom Homes, Orenco South is located
immediately adjacent to the light rail line, affording residents a short walk to the
transit stop.
The land that Orenco South occupies Was originally owned by Toshiba and
zoned Station Community Industrial with the expectation that Toshiba would build a
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facility there. When Toshiba decided against locating there and placed the property on
the market, several large development companies bid on the land. West Hills
Development/Arbor Homes purchased the property and applied for a zone change to
State Community Residential Village. Their proposal was required to meet the city’s
requirements for usable open space in Section 137, XII o f the Hillsboro Zoning
Ordinance, summarized later in this chapter (Raber, personal communication, March
30, 2007).
The development contains a mix o f apartments, town homes and single family
residents. Most have little or no private yard space. The street system, while
interconnected, is not laid out in a straightforward grid, and does contain some loops
and cul-de-sacs, although the blocks are relatively small. Several parks are scattered
throughout the site, as shown in Figure 32.
Figure 32: Location of Park Sites at Orenco South
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Demographics o f Orenco South
Orenco South was developed after the 2000 Census took place. The Census
data for the area includes information for only 164 individuals and 57 households
located in the older existing homes just outside the Arbor development. They are not
representative o f the residents living in the Arbor development at Orenco South today.
The 2000 Census data indicates a fairly homogeneous community, with 93%
Caucasian, similar to Orenco Station. In contrast to Orenco Station, 40% o f the
households in 2000 contained one or more members under 18 years old, indicating the
presence o f more families with children.
More recent data obtained by a 2005 survey conducted by Dill (2006a) found
that 36% o f the homes contained people under the age of 16, with six percent o f
respondents over the age of 64. The same survey also found that respondents valued
nearby parks and open spaces as an important factor in selecting a home.
Orenco South Park Planning and Design
The developer was responsible for all aspects of park location, size, design and
facilities at Orenco South, according to Hillsboro planning and parks staff (Ordal,
personal communication, March 30, 2007). The developers were required to follow
the City o f Hillsboro’s policies and requirements for provision o f parks and open
space to gain approval for Orenco South. Thus, the City’s role was limited to review
and approval o f the developer’s proposals. According to Hillsboro Parks staff member
Mary Ordal, West Hills Development determined the general location o f the parks as
part of the concept plan that they submitted to the City for approval o f the planned unit
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development. The developer provided refined concepts for the park, including general
size and type o f park as part o f the detailed development plans. In addition to meeting
the requirements for acreage, the City wanted to ensure that the parks and open space
were usable, not simply left over spaces. According to City planner Debbie Raber, the
Planning Commission had strong feelings that a variety o f park and open space
facilities should be provided. The built development at Orenco South reflects this
variety. It contains five parks scattered throughout the residential area: a
neighborhood park with typical amenities including play equipment and a basketball
court; a small tot lot; a formal park with a gazebo and flagpole, a formal garden-style
park, and an open space/detention facility with trees and walkways.
The Homeowner’s Association (HOA) is responsible for maintaining the parks
at Orenco South. According to parks staffer Ordal, the HOA has a strong pride o f
ownership o f Orenco South, to the extent that they complain about non-residents using
the parks, especially in light o f the fact that the parks are not owned or maintained by
the City. Additional information about the developer’s intent for the parks, ongoing
maintenance, and use was not available as representatives of West Hills Development
declined to provide any information about the project or the parks.
Parks at Orenco South
Orenco South contains five parks o f varying types and sizes, from a small tot
lot, or mini-park, to a typical neighborhood park. Table 20 and Table 21 summarize
the park type and facilities available at each o f the parks within the development.

114

Table 20: Summary of Parks at Orenco South
P a rk
Arbor Community Park
Arbor Park
Arbor Chestnut Park
No Name
Arbor Tot Lot

Type
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Mini-Park

T able 21: S um m ary of Facilities at O renco South P arks

Open Lawn
Play Equipment
Basketball
Courts
Benches
Bike Racks
Shelters
Picnic Tables
Drinking
Fountains
Pathways
Sports Fields
Parking
Restrooms
Garden

A rbor
C om m unity

A rb o r

A rbor
C hestnut

No Name

X

X

X

X

T ot L ot

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

’

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Arbor Community Park
Arbor Community Park is the largest park in the development and contains the
most facilities. Located in a stand o f mature trees, it includes play equipment, a full
basketball court, picnic tables and a small picnic shelter. This park appears to gamer
the most activity o f any o f the parks in the development, although most o f the activity
is centered in the area near the play equipment. It is located on a parcel with an
irregular, long triangular shape. It is bounded on two long sides by residential streets
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with sidewalks, and by homes on the third side. One residential street ends at the park
with pedestrian access into the area near the play equipment.
Figure 33: Diagram of Arbor Community Park

Figure 34: Arbor Community Park
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Arbor Park

Arbor Park, shown in Figure 35, contains a large lawn area, gazebo, flagpole,
benches and tables. It does not have any facilities for recreational activity. It is located
at the end o f a street, providing a visual terminus to the street, although it is not at the
end of a major axis like Central Park at Orenco Station. The park is rectangular in
shape, and is bounded on two sides by the fences o f residential back yards, and on the
other two sides by residential streets. Without information from the developer or
HO A, it is difficult to know the intent for the park. It appears to be a more formal
park designed for visual amenity more than use. The gazebo and flagpole speak to the
sense of providing a center for the community. It is almost a nostalgic design for by
gone days when small towns had central parks with a band stand that would host all o f
the social and civic functions o f the community. However, there is no evidence that it
is actually used for community events or social activities.
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Figure 35: Arbor Park

Arbor Chestnut Park
Arbor Chestnut Park, shown in Figure 36 is arranged in a symmetrical formal
garden pattern, with formal plantings and benches located in the center and paths
radiating out to all four sides. The lawn area is broken into four quadrants by the
pathways. The park does not contain any facilities for recreational activity. It is
rectangular in shape, and is bounded on three sides by residential streets with
sidewalks. Homes are located on the fourth side, where an alley ends at the park. A
low fence surrounds the park but does not obstruct the view into or out o f the park.
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Figure 36: Chestnut Park

No Name Park
Located across the street from Arbor Community Park, this park also contains
mature trees. As seen in Figure 37, this park features a meandering pathway, benches
and picnic tables, and appears to function as a storm water detention facility. The lawn
areas are relatively flat and large, with the pathway staying close to the edges. The
park is irregular in shape, bounded by homes on one side, and by residential streets on
the other. The pathway through the park provides a short cut between the homes on
one side and the street that leads to the light rail station on the other.
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Figure 37: (no name) Park

Arbor Tot Lot
As the name implies, this mini-park contains play equipment for young
children, a bench, and pathway to access the equipment. A small lawn and plantings
complete the park. It is bounded by the fences o f adjoining homes on three sides, and
a residential street on the fourth side. The tot lot is shown in Figure 38
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Figure 38: Arbor Tot Lot

City o f Hillsboro Open Space Requirements fo r Station Community Residential
Village Developments
The City’s zoning code specifies the requirements for usable open space as
part of Station Community Planning Areas. The purpose for the requirements is, in
part, to “assure opportunities for outdoor relaxation or recreation for residents,
employees, and customers in Station community Districts” and to “ensure a portion of
the site not covered by buildings is o f adequate size, shape, improvement and location
to be usable for outdoor recreation and relaxation”. The purpose of the code also
states that “open space benefits the public health and is an important aspect of
livability” (City o f Hillsboro, 2003)
For residential subdivisions and Residential Village developments, such as
Orenco Station and Orenco South, the code specifies the percentage o f required usable
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open space o f the project gross acres. At Orenco South, the required usable open
spaces was 12.5 percent based on the gross acreage category o f 70-99 acres. At
Orenco Station, with 200 acres, the requirement according to the Zoning Code was ten
percent.
The code also states location preference for sites that preserve unprotected
natural resources where there is an opportunity to provide a recreation or relaxation
use, protecting lands where more intense development may have a downstream impact
on the ecosystem, enhancing park sites adjacent to areas where pedestrian routes
converge, enhancing recreational opportunities near neighborhood commercial activity
centers, and enhancing opportunities for passive relaxation and recreation for
employees and/or visitors within a development project. To qualify, the land
designated must clearly be planned and o f sufficient size to serve a legitimate
recreational or relaxation opportunity.
Evaluation o f Parks at Orenco South
All of the parks at Orenco South appear to be well-maintained and in excellent
condition, from the grounds and vegetation, to the seating and play equipment.
During reconnaissance and inventory visits to all o f the parks, it appeared that most o f
the parks are underutilized. No one was present at Arbor Park or Arbor Chestnut Park
during five visits to the site. The tot lot was used during only one o f five visits. People
were walking through the park with no name, but it was clear that they were using the
park as a cut-through as it provided the most direct connection to the main street o f the
development that provides access to light rail. The only park that appears to receive
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consistent use is Arbor Community Park. During all early visits, the park was
occupied and being used by both adults and children.
The parks’ location and design obviously needed to meet the City’s
requirements for the development to be approved and built. However, those
requirements simply required parkland to be functional and serve a recreational or
relaxation opportunity. Since the requirements did not mandate the park features or
facilities that would necessarily generate more use by neighborhood residents, the
developer appears to have had wide latitude in shaping the parks. The developer’s
goals for parks and open space appear similar to those for Orenco Station - to provide
relief from the density with visual amenities, and to. provide outdoor open space to
offset small size or lack o f private yard space - to generate home sales. This is
speculation, since the developers declined to provide information for this study, but is
probably safe to say that the developers’ priorities in general are more focused on
profit than promoting physical activity.
The parks at Orenco South are visually appealing, but provide few facilities for
physical activity, especially by adults. Arbor Park, similar to Central Park, at Orenco
Station - appears to be primarily a symbolic“center” for the community, without any
functional use. Unlike Central Park, it does not fulfill the same visual role in
terminating the axis o f a main street. Without a role or function in the community, it
is an empty oasis of green. Arbor Chestnut Park, with its symmetrical and formal
arrangement o f vegetation and pathways, appears to reflect a 19th century urban
European garden aesthetic more than a park in a 21st century American suburb. Like
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Arbor Park, it does not seem to have any particular function or reason for being,
except to look nice, and also remains empty.
The park with no name also does not provide a setting for physical activity, but
appears to serve environmental functions o f stormwater detention and tree
preservation. As mentioned earlier, it is not necessarily a destination, but receives
some pedestrian use as a cut-through. By contrast, the tot lot does have a specific, but
limited function, o f providing a place for children to play. Many o f the nearby homes
do not have enough yard space for play equipment, so the provision o f a second play
area in the development is useful to parents with children. However, it can
accommodate only a few children at one time, and its location, bounded by blank
fences on three sides, is not the most appealing.
In summary, the parks at Orenco South, similar to Orenco Station, were not
located or designed primarily for physical activity. Except for Arbor Community Park
and the tot lot, the parks do not appear to have much rationale, other than open green
space amenities.
Fairview Village
Overview o f Fairview Village
Fairview Village is located on 93.4 acres in Fairview, Oregon, as shown in
Figure 39. The original developer, Holt & Haugh, purchased the land for a villagetype development that would incorporate a mix o f uses to attain the feel o f a
traditional neighborhood (Everhart, personal communication, March 27, 2007).
According to development team member Everhart, they envisioned an integration o f
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civic, commercial and residential uses with a traditional village feel. Working with
the public and key stakeholders, Holt and Haugh produced a master plan, new zoning
code and architectural guidelines to ensure the village developed according to the
vision. An important element o f the plan was promoting pedestrian and bicycle travel
within the development through a system o f pathways and sidewalks (Livable Oregon,
1998).
Figure 39: Location of Fairview Village
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Phase 1 was constructed between 1995 and 1996, with ongoing construction since
that time (Everhart, personal communication, March 27, 2007; Livable Oregon,
1998). The development now contains commercial, office and residential uses,
including the new Fairview City Hall, a branch library, post office; several small
offices, a mix of housing types, and large-format retail, including a Target store, near
the site. Fairview Village has one neighborhood park and seven pocket parks totaling
1.2 acres.
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Fairview Village Demographics
The census data at the block level obtained for Fairview Village matches the
development’s boundaries relatively well, although it includes some small areas
outside the development. The development was more than half complete at the time
of the census (Everhart, personal communication, March 27, 2007) with a variety o f
home types represented. While the Census data do not provide a complete picture o f
the residents today, they can be considered fairly representative of those who live
there.
Similar to the other communities discussed so far, the 2000 Census data show
that Fairview Village is primarily white (95%). More than three-quarters o f the
households are owner-occupied, and approximately one-fourth (24%) o f households
have one or more members under 18 years o f age. Most households (85%) do not
contain members over age 65.
A more recent survey by Dill (2006b) found in 2004 that 38% of the
households were comprised o f one person, 53% were comprised o f two people and
nine percent were comprised o f three or more people. The majority o f households
(82%) had no children under age 17, while 12% had one person under 17 and six
percent had two or more children.
Fairview Village Park Planning and Design
The parks at Fairview Village were conceived and planned by the developer as
part o f the master plan for Fairview Village. Figure 40 shows the location o f the parks
in the Village. According to Garth Everhart, a member of the development team, the
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pocket parks were scattered throughout the village with the intent to provide at least
one park in each phase o f the development, since it would be built over several years.
This ensured that as each phase was completed, the park would be available to serve
the community. The pocket parks are small, but were designed to be large enough to
provide storm water detention facilities at two sites, and playground equipment at
others. The two storm water detention facilities were designed with shallow sides and
a level bottom to serve as a dog park most o f the year when dry.
Figure 40: Location of Park Sites at Fairview Village
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Parks at Fairview Village
Table 22 and Table 23 summarize the park type, size and amenities at Fairview
Village. As Table 23 illustrates, Fairview Community Park is the only park within the
development that contains much in the way o f features or amenities.

Table 22: Summary of Fairview Parks
Park
Fairview Community Park
Pocket Parks (8 total)

Type
Neighborhood
Mini-Park

Size
6.4 acres
1.2 acres (total)

Table 23: Summary of Facilities at Fairview Parks
Pocket Parks

Fairview
Community
Open Lawn
Play Equipment
Basketball Courts
Benches
Bike Racks
Shelters
Picnic Tables
Drinking Fountains
Pathways
Sports Fields
Parking
Restrooms
Garden

X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X

Fairview Community Park
Fairview Community Park is a 6.4-acre neighborhood park that contains a play
area, gazebo that terminates the axis o f the main commercial street, picnic areas, lawn
and trees areas, wood carvings, and a trailhead to a trail along the creek that provides
access to sports fields at a nearby middle school. It was originally intended only to be
a large open space with a pavilion and benches to provide space for picnics and
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gatherings. The play area, designed for children 12 years and younger, was added later
and has proven to be quite popular. Since sports fields were already located at the
nearby middle school, active team sport facilities were not considered for the site.
The park hosts a weekly farmer’s market in the summer - an event not originally
envisioned by the developer. Figure 41 show the park’s layout and relationship to
City Hall, while Figure 42 pictures the gazebo in the park across from City Hall.
Figure 41: Diagram of Fairview Community park
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Figure 42: Fairview Community Park

Pocket Parks
The pocket parks at Fairview are small sites scattered within the residential
development. They vary in size and features, but generally contain a seating bench,
some ornamental plantings and other amenities, such as a drinking fountain. They
appear to provide visual amenity to nearby homes and pedestrians.
The developer had several goals for the pocket parks, including dog facilities,
stormwater detention, and small play areas for children. Some were designed to be
large enough to accommodate small units o f play equipment to serve the children in
the immediate area. The two parks with storm water detention facilities were designed
with shallow slopes and flat basins to serve as dog parks most o f the year, when they
do not contain water. According to the developer, these have been quite popular.
They also designed the pocket parks in a way that they would also serve as
traffic calming devices on the residential streets and slow vehicle speeds. The parks
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were all designed to be large enough for a bench or BBQ or a play structure, but the
city did not fund any o f these amenities. Figure 43 shows one o f the Village’s pocket
parks.
Figure 43: Example of Pocket Park in Fairview Village.
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City o f Fairview Park Policies and Recommendations
The City’s Comprehensive Plan (2004) describes the goals related to parks as
follows: “Ensure adequate open space and the protection of sensitive natural areas”
(City o f Fairview, 2004, p. 22). The Fairview Village Development Concept supports
this goal, with a focus on open space as a design element to enhance views and use o f
landscaping and preservation of natural areas, although the Village was planned before
the 2004 Comprehensive Plan was adopted.
The City appears to be underserved by parks that support recreational
opportunities, as most park and recreation facilities are open spaces (City o f Fairview,
2004, p. 65). The City’s Parks Master Plan also suggests that pocket parks are less
desirable with higher maintenance costs and lower return as recreation facilities.
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Evaluation o f Fairview Village Parks
The pocket parks were designed to be attractive as well as serve some type o f
function. However, some have accomplished the second goal better than others.
According to Everhart, the combination o f storm water detention and dog park has
been successful as the parks are very popular. In retrospect, he wishes that they had
more dog parks in the developments. The sites that were envisioned as play areas
were not as successful. The City has not provided the promised play equipment, and
most kids either play in the alleys or at Fairview Community Park. One difficulty is
that the city is struggling to maintain all o f the parks within the development as they
don’t have maintenance funding. The Home Owners Association (HOA) has been
unwilling to take on the maintenance because it would raise their monthly
assessments.
In retrospect, developer Everhart wishes that the Community Park had a
stronger southern exposure to get more light into the park and dry it out faster during
the wet months. The trees on the south side shade the lawn area in the winter months
and keep it relatively wet during that time, rendering it unusable, even on nice days.
But perhaps the biggest issue at Fairview is the lack o f restrooms. The park was
designed without them primarily because the City has closed restrooms at other parks
due to maintenance and drug use issues. The original idea was that City Hall would
provide public facilities for park users. However, there have been two problems.
First, City Hall is only open during business hours on weekdays. But more
importantly, while they have not refused entry to the restrooms by park users, they
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also have not provided any direction to park users that restrooms are available in the
public building across the street. According to Everhart, residents know where the
restrooms are in City Hall, or are close enough to go home, but non-residents are “in a
quandary about where to pee”. The issue o f restroom facilities is not restricted to this
park, and will be discussed further in Chapter VI.
With the City already being underserved with recreational facilities, it seems
that there was a missed opportunity to fulfill some o f that need with the community
park at Fairview Village, especially as it was originally designed without even play
equipment. While the developer had good intentions to provide a nice community
park, the issue of physical activity and recreation was not their primary concern.
Although they did take into account the availability o f sports fields at a nearby school,
the fact remains that they did not prioritize recreational activity for the larger park in
the development.
The 2004 Parks Master Plan statement that pocket parks are less desirable due
to higher maintenance costs may be an outgrowth o f their experience with the
maintenance funding difficulties at Fairview Village. However, since all o f the
planning staff assigned to parks has joined the City in the past year, no staff member
was able to speak to this subject.
Sunny side Village
Overview o f Sunnyside Village
Sunnyside Village is located on 368 acres in unincorporated Clackamas
County in the southeast portion o f the Portland metropolitan region. The County
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Board of Commissioners hired San Francisco-based Calthorpe Associates to develop a
plan for this last remaining large, under-developed site in the county. Through a series
o f public design workshops, Calthorpe Associates developed a plan that established a
mix of land uses concentrated within a five- to ten-minute walk from the core village
area (Calthorpe Associates, 1995). Additional elements included pedestrian-oriented
shopping, a diverse mix o f housing opportunities, local neighborhood parks, civic
facilities, protected natural resource areas and an inter-connected street network
(Livable Oregon, 1998).
Figure 44: Location o f Sunnyside Village

Stinnyside Village

The land use plan for Sunnyside Village was developed by Calthorpe
Associates and adopted by the Clackamas County Board o f Commissioners in August
1993. The plan called for a variety o f housing types ranging from apartments and
134

town houses to single family homes, professional offices, retail and public services,
and a transit center. The county also planned an inter-connected street network which
developers were required to implement as a condition o f development approval to
ensure the streets were built according to the plan. A system o f parks and open space
was incorporated into the land use plan to provide resource protection and recreation
opportunities (Mastrantonio-Meuser, personal communication, March 22, 2007).
By 2006, the majority o f Sunnyside Village has been developed. Currently,
Sunnyside Village contains commercial, office, single family and multi-family
residential uses and community services, including a school and transit plaza. The
development contains four neighborhood parks totally 6.29 acres, with one additional
park site slated for construction in 2007 and a sixth site identified but not yet
purchased (Healy, personal communication, August 26, 2006).
Demographics o f Sunnyside Village
The majority o f Sunnyside Village was complete at the time of the 2000
Census (Mastrantonio-Meuser, personal communication, March 22, 2007). The data
obtained at the block level includes the full development area, plus small areas
considered to be outside the area. Thus, the Census data can be considered to provide
a fairly accurate portrayal o f the demographics.
The Census data show that Sunnyside Village is a bit more diverse than the
other developments under study, with 84% o f the population being white. The
development also contains more children, with 55% o f households having one or more
members under 18 years o f age. However, fewer older people live at Sunnyside
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Village, with 95% o f households containing no people over age 65. While most (81%)
own their homes, 19% o f households are renter occupied, a higher number than the
other developments in this study.
Sunnyside Village Park Planning and Development
The parks in Sunnyside Village are owned, maintained and managed by the
North Clackamas Park and Recreation District. The District was formed in 1990 to
fund a higher level o f parks and recreation facilities and programs in northern
Clackamas County and to meet the needs of residents for parks, open spaces and trails.
The District was created as a county service district, a legally separate entity from
Clackamas County with its own taxing authority. The Clackamas County Board o f
Commissioners serves as the District’s Board o f Directors. The first master plan for
the District was produced in 1990, and a new master plan was adopted in 2004.
(North Clackamas Park and Recreation District Master Plan, 2004).
During the District’s formation, Sunnyside was identified as one o f five
neighborhood planning sub-areas (North Clackamas Park and Recreation District
Master Plan, 2004, page 2.2). Each planning area has a nine-member Neighborhood
Parks Advisory Board, appointed by the District’s Board of Directors (North
Clackamas Park and Recreation District Master Plan, 2004, page 3.1).
Clackamas County, through the process o f developing plan for Sunnyside
Village, determined the general location of the parks. The 1993 Sunnyside Village
Community Plan, described in the previous section, included provisions to acquire six
neighborhood parks as part of the Village, identified park sites and specified minimum
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park sizes. The zoning ordinance for the Village set out the standard for Village Parks
at 2.5 acres for each 1,000 residents and required parkland dedication or in-lieu fees
by land use applicants. (Clackamas County, 1993). Park land was required to be
conveyed by plat and deed to the North Clackamas Park and Recreation District. The
District was required to develop master plans for each park site with public input, then
proceed with final design and construction (Healy, personal communication, August
26, 2006). The process used by the Park District to plan each park site is described
under each park description in the next section.
Parks in Sunnyside Village
Sunnyside Village currently has four parks, with a fifth park under
construction. While all the parks are classified as neighborhood parks, the Sieben
property is smaller and has few amenities generally found in a neighborhood park.
The Village Green has the feel o f a community park because o f its location near a
commercial area, community center and transit center. Figure 45 and Table 46 show
the size o f the parks and amenities contained within them.
Figure 45: Summary of Sunnyside Village Parks
Park
Summerfield
Ashley Meadows
Village Green
Sieben

Type
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Neighborhood
Not Classified

Size
.9
1.69
2.7
1.0
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Year Constructed
2001
2002
2003
2003

Figure 46: Summary of Facilities at Sunnyside Village Parks
Village
Green
Open Lawn
Play Equipment
Basketball Courts
Benches
Bike Racks
Shelters
Picnic Tables
Drinking Fountains
Pathways
Sports Fields
Parking
Restrooms
Garden

Ashley
Meadows

Summerfield

Sieben
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Village Green
The Village Green Park, completed in 2003 and shown in Figure 48 is located
near a large commercial shopping center, and across from a community
center/daycare/school facility. The county acquired land for the Village Green and
adjacent Village Center and transit plaza through a 1995 grant from the Federal
Transit Administration. According to the Sunnyside Core Area Sourcebook
(Calthorpe, 1995), the Village Green was envisioned as “a focus of activity and
identity” that would “help make the area more pedestrian-friendly and add vitality to
the Village’s center” (p. 18). As originally conceived, the Village Green was to
combine active and passive recreational opportunities with elements including a plaza,
great lawn, picnic and active recreation area, and village promenade. The plan also
included the return o f the southern boundary back into a forest buffer, due to its
location adjacent to a designated Natural Resource Protection Area (Calthorpe, 1995,
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p. 30). The plan also called for a trail head to connect to a future regional trail system
and local walkways south of Sieben Creek.
In 2000, the District was approached by Water Environment Services (WES)
to explore the opportunity to combine a stormwater detention facility within the park
and offered to fund park development in exchange for the stormwater use. This
arrangement would allow the District to develop the park, which had remained
undeveloped due a lack o f funding. The District and WES held several public
meetings from 2001 to 2003 to solicit public input and develop a plan for the park site
that would accommodate both park and stormwater detention use (Healy, personal
communication, August 26, 2006).
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Figure 47: Diagram of Village Green

i—
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Figure 48: Village Green

Summerfield Park
Suiranerfield Park, located within a single-family residential area o f Sunnyside
Village, was completed in 2001. The plan for Summerfield Park was produced during
2000 and 2001 by a consulting firm hired by the District. Public input was solicited
through a survey and two public meetings. The community feedback indicated that
children would be the primary users o f the park, and expressed a strong desire for a
family-oriented neighborhood park with open play space, play equipment, basketball
courts, BBQ areas, and trees. Figure 49 shows the play area at Summerfield Park
(North Clackamas Park and Recreation District, 2000).
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Figure 49: Summerfield Park

Ashley Meadows
The master plan for Ashley Meadows Park, originally named the Oregon Trail
Park, was developed in 2001 and approved in 2002. All o f the alternatives presented
to the community had paths, play areas, picnic tables, small basketball court, benches,
trees and open lawn areas. The alternatives also had stormwater detention ponds
integrated into the designs. The concept selected by the community featured a central
lawn area and two distinct play areas - one for toddlers and one for older children
(North Clackamas Park and Recreation District, 2002). The park, also located within
a single-family residential area o f Sunnyside Village, was completed in 2002 and
shown in Figure 51 below.
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Figure 50: Diagram of Ashley Meadows

Howes

Q l

Wmp b p area

Figure 51: Ashley Meadows
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Sieben Park

Since this park site was smaller and located near the Village Green, active uses
were not considered for this park. Rather, the goal for this park was to provide green
space and walking area. It is a linear park located next to a creek, and is comprised
primarily o f lawn, with a meandering pathway, some young trees, picnic tables and
trash cans (Healy, personal communication, August 26, 2006). Sieben Park is shown
in Figure 52.
Figure 52: Sieben Park

Pfeifer Property
By 2002, when the District purchased the property for this park, they decided
to obtain twice the amount o f land recommended by the Sunnyside Village Plan (five
acres instead o f the original 2.2 acres). The District had decided that it did not want to
continue to build small parks, but instead wanted larger parks that could serve a range
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o f uses and also room for fields. The park is currently under construction, with
expected completion in summer or fall o f 2007. At 5.5 acres, it is still considered a
neighborhood park, according to District planner Michelle Healy. However, when
complete, it will contain amenities generally found in a community park, including a
40-car parking lot, two soccer fields, and a walking trail. Pfeifer also will contain
neighborhood park facilities including a playground, shelter and basketball court.
Sunnyside Village Park Policies and Recommendations
The 2004 North Clackamas Park and Recreation District Master Plan (2004)
identified recommendations for future neighborhood park development and
acquisition within the District, including Sunnyside Village. These include:
- provide a neighborhood park within .5 mile o f every resident;
- renovate and add facilities to existing neighborhood parks to increase the
recreation opportunities available;
-

acquire land adjacent to existing park if the opportunity arises to increase the
recreation value o f small neighborhood parks;

- acquire land for neighborhood parks through developer dedication; and
- where land is not available, develop partnerships with other public agencies to
provide neighborhood park facilities.
Selected design and development policies for neighborhood parks within the
District include:
- providing space for both active and passive uses;
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-

encouraging access by foot or bicycle and minimizing major roadway
crossings;

including facilities such as children’s play areas, basketball half-court, multi-purpose
paved court, tennis courts, unstructured open play areas and practice sport fields picnic
areas, small shelters, trails and/or pathways, natural open space, site furnishings, and
restrooms.
Sunnyside Village Park Summary and Evaluation
North Clackamas Park and Recreation District was responsible for the design
development, public involvement and construction o f the parks at Sunnyside Village,
placing the decision-making in public, not private, hands. This meant that goals for
parks and open space that were present in the other developments, such as visual
amenity, were not factors in the park facilities and amenities at Sunnyside for the most
part. However, the Village Green was originally envisioned to serve as a transit hub
and central gathering area. The initial concepts for this park showed a more formal
plaza, primarily hardscaped, with a fountain and seating walls, a “great lawn”, village
promenade with picnic area, and plantings. The intent was to provide a focal point
and “memorable environment “ (Calthorpe and Lundy, 1995), with both passive and
active recreational opportunities. The original language indicates that the intent for
this park was intended to serve multiple goals for the development, primarily aesthetic
and social, with a mix of uses. Active recreation was not a primary focus for the park,
but some activity facilities, such as a tot lot and basketball court, were mentioned.
However, the park lost much o f the aesthetic and community gathering features in the
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design and construction, and today it functions primarily as a recreational and
environmental space. As built, Village Green probably supports active uses by
children as much or more than it would have if built as originally intended. However,
this example illustrates how a park can change from conception to construction, due to
issues that arise along the way. To ensure a park supports physical activity, it is not
enough to simply state it as a goal. The intentions for the park must be kept in the
forefront all the way through the process until the park is complete; otherwise, the
most well-intentioned plans can become de-railed and the park may not serve its
intended uses.
The design of the neighborhood parks incorporated some public meetings to
review alternatives, but the park features and equipment had already been determined.
The public’s input was primarily focused on reviewing and comment on different
arrangements of the elements, including lawn, pathways, play equipment, basketball
court, picnic tables and a shelter.
Summary and Evaluation of the Design Features and Facilities of All Parks
This section highlights the salient findings o f the park inventory related to this
study. A full summary o f the inventory o f all park features is located in Appendix C.
Park Features and Facilities
The parks are all located in areas that are primarily residential, although
Orenco Station’s Central Park and Fairview Community Park border civic and/or
commercial uses as well. The parks are categorized by NRPA standards as pocket
parks or neighborhood parks. However, many o f the neighborhood parks do not
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contain the features and facilities recommended for such parks by NRPA guidelines,
nor do they appear to function as neighborhood parks. For the purposes o f this
section, I will discuss these “other” parks apart from the mainstream neighborhood
parks.
Pocket Parks and Mini-Parks
By definition, pocket and mini parks are small and contain few features. In
these developments, the pocket parks contained lawn, vegetation and benches in some
cases. At Orenco South, the mini-park serves as a tot lot and contains a small, pre
fabricated play structure designed for younger children. All of the mini-parks are wellmaintained, but rarely used, except the tot lot.
Neighborhood Parks
All o f the neighborhood parks contain features that one would expect to find in
neighborhood parks based on the National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA)
guidelines: play equipment for children and unlighted basketball courts as the primary
equipment for active use, benches and picnic tables as the primary facilities for
passive use, pathways to access the facilities, open lawn areas and vegetation. In
addition, most o f the parks have drinking fountains, and some o f the parks feature
picnic shelters and BBQs. None o f the parks included formal sports fields or
restrooms. Only Fairview Community Park included any type o f public art. As
discussed in each summary, the only facilities in these parks with potential to support
active use are the play equipment and basketball courts. While the open lawn areas
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could function as places for active play and recreation, without organization they
rarely do.
Other Parks
While technically considered neighborhood parks, several o f the parks in these
developments do not appear to be designed or function as such. These include:
Sieben at Sunnyside Village; Central Park at Orenco Station; and Arbor Park, Arbor
Chestnut and “no name” park at Orenco South. These parks all contain lawn areas,
plantings and some form of seating, either benches, picnic tables, or both. Central
Park and Arbor Park also contain gazebo-type structures. None o f these parks contain
any equipment for active recreation.
Esthetics and Condition
With few exceptions, all o f the parks in the three developments are quite
similar in their conditions. The attractiveness and the condition o f the parks as a whole
rates very high, most likely due to the relatively young age of the parks and their
location in middle- to upper middle-class neighborhoods.In terms o f the appeal o f the
view, attractiveness of landscaping and condition o f landscaping, all o f the parks
except Village Green, gained the top rating o f very pleasant for views, very attractive
for landscaping and excellent for landscape condition. Village Green received the
next-highest rating o f somewhat pleasant for views, somewhat attractive for
landscaping, and above average for landscape condition, due to its location behind a
large-format commercial development, and the less-maintained storm water detention
area.
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The green spaces in all o f the parks were comprised of lawn, mostly in
excellent condition. All parks included concrete pathways o f adequate width (usually
four feet or wider) in excellent condition. Village Green also had “very little” litter
present, while the other parks had no litter present. None o f the parks had any trash
present, trash cans overflowing, visible graffiti or risky litter.
The conditions o f the park facilities also rates highly in almost every case. The
picnic tables, benches and shelters all were in excellent condition with few exceptions.
Play equipment is in excellent condition with no deterioration visible on the apparatus.
The courts are in excellent condition in all but one case, where the uneven surface
creates some opportunities for puddles when wet (Arbor Community Park). Drinking
fountains are the only park amenity that does not rate highly. Some o f the fountains
were not functional during the field work; however the inventories were conducted in
April and the fountains may only be operational during the summer months. The
fountains in Sunnyside Village rated only average for cleanliness, but also were not
functional. If they are functional on a seasonal basis, they may not be maintained
during the winter months.
Access and Transportation
All o f the parks are located on two- or three-lane streets with low speeds and
traffic volumes. The street network around each park is interconnected, although a bit
less so in Sunnyside Village, which contained more streets feeding only onto a
neighborhood collector or arterial street. All o f the parks are accessible by local,
sidewalks that are in excellent condition, again reflecting the young age o f the
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developments. None of the parks have parking areas other than on-street parking, but
this is typical for neighborhood parks per NRPA standards. Several parks include bike
racks.
Summary o f Park Inventory
Overall, the parks in these developments are attractive and in good condition.
They are located in residential neighborhoods, easily accessible by foot, bike and car.
They appear to be well-maintained and do not show signs of incivilities since they are
free from litter, vandalism and graffiti. Their location near homes provides “eyes on
the park” which when combined with the lack o f incivilities and good condition,
giving them the appearance o f being safe places. It is interesting to note that the
neighborhood parks all contain equipment for children, yet the demographics o f all o f
the developments except Sunnyside Village indicate that most households do not have
children. The next chapter will provide detail on the use and activity level o f the parks
selected for this study.
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS OF OBSERVATIONS AND INTERCEPT SURVEYS
In this chapter, I present the results o f the field observations and intercept
surveys to address the remaining research questions. I have slightly re-organized the
presentation o f results to include Question 3c: Frequency o f Park Visits within the
category o f Question 3a: Nature of Park Visits since the results and discussion o f
frequency o f visits is really a subset o f the nature o f park visits.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Question 3a: What is the nature of and motivation for park use? (e.g. physical health
and recreation, mental health, social)?
Question 3b What type o f activity (sedentary, moderate or vigorous) takes place in
the parks?
Question 3c: What is the frequency and duration o f park visits?
Hypothesis: Parks are used for a variety o f purposes, including active recreation.
Certain design features or facilities are associated with park use and specific activity
levels, e.g. play equipment and ball courts are associated with moderate to vigorous
activity while benches are associated with passive activity.
Question 4: What design features and facilities in parks are correlated with active use
(defined as moderate to vigorous activity)? How is the condition of the park and
facilities correlated with their use?
Hypothesis: Park users engage in certain types o f physical activity based on the park’s
design, available facilities and their condition. For example, parks with play
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equipment would be expected to generate active use while pocket parks would
generate mostly passive use.
I begin by presenting demographic information o f the park users based on the
observations and survey responses, then present the findings related to the research
question. I end this chapter with additional survey results not directly related to the
research questions.
Demographics of Park Users
Gender and Age o f Subjects
Adults made up just over one-half o f the overall park users observed (50.3%)
as shown in Table 24 below. Among adult park users, 61.2% were female as shown in
Table 25. The Census data presented in Chapter 4 indicates that these developments
are primarily comprised o f which households without children under 18, yet children
make up half o f the park users in this study, indicating that children over-represented
in these parks.
Table 24: Age and Gender of Subjects Observed
Children/Teens
Adults
Total
n=

Female
23.3%
30.8
54.1
833

Male
26.4%
19.5
45.9
709

Total
49.7%
50.3
100
1542

Male
53.1%
38.8
45.9
709

Total
100%
100
100
1542

Source: Park Field O bservations

Table 25: Distribution of Gender by Age
Children/Teens
Adults
Total
n=

Female
46.9%
61.2
54.1
833

Source: Park F ield Observations
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Household Size and Children
The majority o f households o f the survey respondents contain two adults as
shown in Table 26 below. As shown in Table 27, slightly more than one-third o f the
survey respondents in this study (34.7%) have one child under 18 living at home,
while another one-third (34.3%) o f respondent households have no children under 18
living at home. This is similar to the demographics in some o f the developments, but
not others. For example, Orenco Station and Fairview Village have few children
living at home. At Orenco Station between four and ten percent o f households have
children under 16 (Dill, 2006a), while at Fairview Village, 18% havechildren under 18
at home (Dill, 2006b). At Orenco South, 36% o f have children under 16 in the
household, which is still lower than that of the park users surveyed here. At,
Sunnyside Village 55% had a child under 18 living in the household according to the
2000 Census. Comparing the intercept survey results with the demographic
information shows that households with children are disproportionately represented as
park users compared to the demographic o f the developments overall.
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Table 26: Number of Adults in Household
Number of Adults
1 adult
2 adults
3 adults
4 adults
5+ adults
n = 249

Percentage
18.6%
68.2
8.4
2.9
1.8
100

Source: Intercept Surveys

Table 27: Number of Children in Household
Number of children
0 children
1 child
2 children
3 children
4 children
n = 216

Percentage
34.3%
34.7
21.3
6.3
3.3
100

Source: Intercept Surveys

Table 28shows the relationship between the household type and who park
users came to the park with. Not surprisingly, the park users who live in households
with children are most likely to visit the park with children. This may partially
explain why households with children are over-represented as park users compared to
the overall population o f these developments. Also, adults without children were
more likely to visit the parks with dogs, with 67% o f single adults bringing a dog to
the park.
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Table 28: Household Type and W ho They Come to the Park With
Single Adult
W ith Adult
W ith Children
W ith Dogs
n = 146

8%
25
67
100%
12

Two + Adults, no
children
31%
20
49
100%
39

1+ Adults with
Children
15%
62
23
100%
95

Source: Intercept Surveys

Regular Physical Activity o f Respondents
In general, the survey respondents and their families are fairly active. Most
survey respondents claim to be physically active on a regular basis, with 85.2% getting
at least 30 minutes o f moderate to active physical activity most days o f the week, as
reflected in Table 29. This is quite a bit higher than the data presented in the literature
review stating that less than one-half o f Americans obtain the recommended 30
minutes o f physical activity on a daily basis. However, the literature also shows that
park users tend to be more active than non-park users, although specific numbers are
not available. Overall, it would appear that the survey respondents may be over
reporting their physical activity levels.
Table 29: Percentage of Respondents Physically Active
Physically Active?
Yes
No
n = 283

Percentage
85.2%
14.8
100

Source: Intercept Survey
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Nature of and Motivation for Park Use
Nature o f Park Visits
To answer the question o f the nature o f park visits, I included survey questions
that asked, “Who did you come (to the park) with?” and “How did you get to the park
today?”
Who Park Users Came to the Park With
Most park users came to the parks with company, either human or canine.
When asked, “Who did you come with?” the majority o f park users responded that
they came to the park with other people or dogs (84.4%), with almost one-half coming
to the park with children (48.8%). Almost one-fourth Of survey respondents (22.9)
came to the park with dogs. As shown in Table 30, only 15.6 of the park users visited
the park alone.
Table 30: W ho Park Users Come to the Park With
Who Came With
Alone
W ith Adult
W ith children
W ith dog
n = 205

Total
15.6%
12.7
48.8
22.9
100

Source: Intercept Surveys

How They Traveled to the Park
More than one-half o f the respondents walked to the park, as shown in Table
31. However, 41.1% of respondents drove to the park, while only 4.1% percent o f park
users biked to the park. Transit use was minimal, but not unexpected given the fact
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that the parks in this study are located within residential neighborhoods and not
expected to be community or regional destinations.
The majority o f those who come with dogs walk to the park (83%), which
strongly indicates that coming to the park with a dog promotes walking, as shown in
Table 31. Those who come, to the park with children drive to the park more than they
walk, and make up almost two-thirds o f those who drive to the park, as show in Table
31. O f those who drove to the park, the majority (65.4) came with children.
While other studies, such as Lund (2003) have demonstrated that parks are
walking destinations, these types of studies focus on walking as a travel behavior and
do not examine the company o f the walker. These results indicate that bringing a dog
to the park has the potential to promote walking. This relationship between dog
ownership and physical activity levels is emerging as a new topic o f research interest
and holds promise, but few studies have results available for comparison. It appears
that when parks are destinations for people bringing children, they have less potential
to encourage walking trips to the parks.
Table 31: M ode of Travel to the Park
Mode

Alone

Walk
Drive
Bicycle
Transit
Other
Total Percent
n=

46.4%
32.1
7.1
10.7
3.6
100%
28

With
Adult
40.0%
44.0
12.0
.0
4.0
100%
25

With
Child
42.3%
54.6
3.1
.0
.0
100%
97

x* = 53.018a, d f = (12 ) , p = 000
Source: Intercept Survey
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With Dog

Total

83.0%
17.0
.0
.0
.0
100%
47

52.3%
41.1
4.1
1.5
1.0
100%

n=
103
81
8
3
2
197

Frequency o f Park Visits

The parks in this study generated regular park use, with the majority surveyed
using the park at least once a week. O f these, 42% visited the parks three or more
days per week and another 23.9% used the parks one or two days per week, as shown
in Table 32. This frequency o f use is important for regular physical activity. However,
as shown in the demographics section above, park users are already physically active,
with 86% claiming to get 30 minutes o f physical activity per day. This result may
indicate some self-selection among park users since those who are already inclined to
be active tend to use parks more often.
Park users who come with dogs are most likely to visit most frequently, at
three or more days per week. This makes intuitive sense, since dogs need regular
walking, especially in denser areas where many homes many not have any or adequate
yard space for a dog to exercise or relieve itself. When combined with the finding that
dog owners are the most likely to walk to the parks, it appears that dog ownership, at
least in this type o f residential development, promotes regular walking trips to
neighborhood parks.
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Table 32: Frequency of Park Visits by Who They Came With
Frequency
Three or more days per week
One or two days per week
Less than once a week, more than
once a month
Once a month or less
First visit to this park
n=

Alone
51.9%
18.5
14.8
7.4
7.4
100
27

With
Adult
32.0%
20.0
8.0

With
Child
21.5
33.3
18.3

With
Dog
86.0%
9.3
2.3

Total

28.0
12.0
100
25

11.8
15.1
100
93

.0
2.3
100
43

10.6
10.6
100
188

42.0%
23.9
12.8

x2 = 61.41T, d f = (12), p = 000
Source: Intercept Survey

Motivation fo r Park Use
To learn about the motivation for park use, I included the following questions
in the intercept survey: “What is the purpose o f your park visit today?” and “Why did
you choose this park to visit today?”
Purpose o f Park Visit
Bringing children to play was the primary purpose for park visits, with 50% o f
survey respondents indicating this as their main reason for visiting the park. More
than one-quarter o f survey respondents indicated that walking or playing with a dog
was the purpose for their park visit. Table 33 shows that these two activities
combined comprise almost three-quarters o f the motivation for visits to the parks,
when only one purpose for park visits was given. However, among respondents who
gave more than one reason for visiting the park, ranked third. One can infer that while
park users do not come to the park to eat as the primary activity, they do partake in
some refreshments while enjoying the park for other reasons.
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To determine if the purpose o f park visits was primarily active or passive, I
coded each purpose as either active or passive. Taken together, as shown in Table 34,
87% of the motivation for visiting the park was for an active use.
T able 33: Purpose of P a r k Visits Including Responses in “ O th er” C ategory
Percentage
Bring children to play
Walk/play with dog
Eat/picnic/BBQ
W alk
Sit
Talk with family/friends
Ride a bike
Play organized sport
Play informal sport
Meditate, yoga, martial art
Run
Bring children to play organized sport
Use electronic device

50%
27
14
12
8
7
3
2
2
1
1
1
0

N ote: P ercentage adds up to m ore than 100 because respondents could choose more than one response.
Source: Intercept Surveys

T able 34: Purpose of P a r k Visits by Passive and Active Uses
Activity Level
Passive
Active
Total
n = 162

T otal
13.0%
87.0
100

Note: This represents the number o f times each activity occurs exclusively
Source: Intercept Surveys

As Table 35 illustrates, the purpose o f park visit is linked to whom the park
users come with. If the park users came with children, their main purpose was
bringing children to play, while those who came with dogs came primarily to walk or
play with the dog. This indicates that the features o f the park may be less important in
determining the purpose o f the park visit than who the park users come with.
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Table 35: Purpose of Park Visits by Who They Came With
Activity
Bring children to play
Walk or play with dog
Walk
Talk
Bike
Run
Read
Eat
Play organized sport
Play informal games
Other
n=

Alone
5.9%
11.8
23.5
5.9
0
11.8
5.9
5.9
0
0
29.4
100%
17

W ith
A dult
9.15%
9.1
18.2
9.1
9.1
0
0
0
9.1
0
36.4
100%
11

W ith
Child
82.5%
1.8
3.5
11.8
3.5
0
0
0
0
1.8
5.3
100%
57

W ith dog
0%
100
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100%
36

Total
40.55%
33.1
6.6
2.5
2.5
1.7
.8
.8
.8
.8
9.9
100%
121

191.730a , d f = (30), p = 000
Note: This represents the number o f times each activity occurs exclusively
Source: Intercept Surveys

Age is significantly associated with the purpose for park visits. As Table 36
illustrates, the primary purpose for park visits o f users between the ages o f 25 and 44
is to bring children to play. Park users aged 55 and older also reported bringing
children to play as a primary reason for coming to the park. These results underscore
the importance of these neighborhood parks as a destination for adults with children or
grandchildren.
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Table 36: Purpose of Park Visits
Activity
Bring children to
play
W alk or play with
dog
Walk
Talk
Bike
Run
Read
Eat
Play organized
sport
Bring children to
play sport
Play informal
games
Other
n=

18-24
22.2

25-34
65.5

35-44
56.8

45-54
.0

55-64
41.7

65+
50.0

33.3

16.4

18.9

55.0

16.7

50.0

.0
11.1
.0
11.1
.0
.0
11.1

3.6
.0
3.6
.0
.0
1.8
.0

2.7
2.7
.0
2.7
5.4
2.7
.0

2.7
20.0
5.0
.0
.0
.0
.0

.25.0
.0
.0
•0
.0
.0
.0

.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0

.0

.0

.0

5.0

.0

.0

.0

.0

.0

5.0

.0

.0

11.
100%
9

9.1
100%
55

8.1
100%
37

5.0
100%
20

16.7
100%
12

.0
100%
2

Total
48.1
24.4
7.4
2.2
2.2
1.5
1.5
1.5
.7
.7
.7
8.9
100%
162

*2= 86.522*, d f = (55), p = 004
Note: This represents the number o f times each activity occurs exclusively
Source: Intercept Surveys

Reason fo r Choosing This Park
The majority o f respondents (79%) chose the park because it was close to
home, while children’s activities was cited as a reason to visit the park by 29% o f
respondents, as shown in Table 37. Some o f the titles are different to reflect the
broader spectrum o f responses that were obtained in the “other” category. For
example, proximity encompasses the reason o f “close to home” as well as “close to the
office” or “near the shopping area”. Other responses provided in the “other” category
indicated that people chose a particular park because it provided a quiet and/or natural
place (9%), while seven percent o f respondents indicated that they chose the park
because it was clean and/or safe. These responses provide useful information about
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additional reasons for park use. These should be incorporated into future intercept
surveys, especially for parks that might provide more natural settings or have safety
and maintenance issues that might deter park use.
T able 37: Sum m ary of all Reasons fo r Choosing P a rk C ategory
R eason to Choose P a rk
P ercentage
Proximity
79%
Children’s Activities
29
Nature and Quiet
9
Clean and safe
7
Place to sit, relax
6
Place to eat
5
Special use (geo-caching, farm er’s market, water
4
feature, etc.)
Park attributes (size, quality o f park)
2
n = 283
* Percentage totals m ore than 100% because respondents could p ro vid e m ore than one response.
Source: Intercept Surveys

Proximity was still the primary factor in park choice, even when examined by
who park users came with. As shown in Table 38, who park users come with is
significantly associated with their reason to choose the park. More than one-half o f
park users who came with children chose the park for its proximity, while the presence
o f play equipment or places for children to play was only a minimal factor in park
choice. Proximity also was the primary factor for choosing a park among those who
came with dogs. More than three-quarters (78.4%) o f those visiting the parks with
dogs chose the park for proximity while only 5.4% chose the park because it offered a
place for the dogs to play.
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Table 38: Reason for Choosing Park by Who They Came with
Reason to Choose Park
Close to home
Play equipment for children
Place for children to play
Place for dog to run or play
Place to sit, relax
Picnic tables, fire pit, BBQ

Alone
56.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0

Other

.44

n = 158

100%

With
Adult
57.1
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0

With
Child
54.7
2.7
5.3
.0
.0
.0

With Dog

Total

78.4
.0
.0
5.4
.0
.0

60.8
2.5
1.3
1.9
.6
.0

33.3

37.3

16.2

32.9

100%

100%

100%

100%

x2 = 25.367“, d f = (15), p = 045
Source: Intercept Surveys

Summary o f Nature and Motivation fo r Park Use
When beginning this work, I had hypothesized that the parks were used for a
variety o f purposes. However, the results indicate that there is less variety in the
purpose for park visits than I had anticipated. Most o f the park users surveyed in this
study come to the park primarily to bring the children or the dogs to play. This would
indicate that the adult park users come to the park less for their own physical activity
and more to promote activity in children or dogs. However, more work is needed to
determine if this is a function of the park facilities and design, or the personal
motivations o f the park users.
While I had originally hypothesized that certain park features would be
associated with park use, I found that proximity was the primary reason for choosing a
park to visit. Proximity appears to be much more important than the facilities or
amenities are provided in the park. This is emphasized by the fact that park users with
children chose the park for proximity over the presence o f places for children to play,
and park users with dogs also chose for proximity over the presence o f places for the
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dogs to play. These findings support other work on park use that has found proximity
of a park is the best predictor o f park use (Cohen, 2007; Kacinsky and Henderson, in
press).
The issue of proximity has implications for park planning and management,
especially in light of the current trend that favors larger and fewer community parks
over smaller and more numerous neighborhood parks. As park agencies are faced with
tighter budgets and fewer maintenance dollars, they often recommend consolidating
facilities on fewer sites to maximize staffing and maintenance efficiency. However,
the results o f this study indicate that neighborhood parks generate frequent use, they
are more likely to be used if they are close to home, and that the majority o f park users
walk to the park. This indicates a strong need to maintain a system o f neighborhood
parks within walking distance o f most homes that people can access on a regular basis.
The need for nearby neighborhood parks is supported by the findings that most park
visits in this study were motivated by bringing children or dogs to play, that parks
were primarily accessed on foot, and that the parks were used frequently.
Type of Activity Taking Place in Parks
This section presents level and type o f activity taking place in the park, based
on the results from both the field observations and the intercept surveys. In general,
the findings from both methods are consistent, although there are some variations d u e "
to the difference in the methods, and the small sample o f the intercept survey.
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Activity Levels in the Parks
Activity Level by Gender and Age
Overall, more park users observed engage in low-level activity than moderate
or vigorous activity, as shown in Table 39. Male park users are more likely to engage
in vigorous activity.
Table 39: A ctivity Level of P a rk U sers by G ender as a P ercent of Total
Activity Level
Low
Moderate
Vigorous
Total
n=

Fem ale
52.0%
27
21
100
833

M ale
40.9
26.2
33.0
100
707

T otal
46.9
26.6
26.5
100
1540

x2 = 30.7658, d f = (2), p =.000
Source: Park F ield O bservations

Children are more active in the parks than adults. As shown in Table 40
below, children and teens account for almost all of the vigorous activity in the parks,
while adults account for two-thirds o f the low activity observed in the parks.
Table 40: A ctivity Level Am ong P a rk Uses by Age as a P ercentage of Total P a rk Activity
Activity Level
Low
Moderate
Vigorous
n = 1549

C hild/Teen
30.2%
21.9
47.9
100
781

A dult
63.8%
31.6
4.5
100
768

x2 = 391.226a , d f = (4), p =.000
Source: Park F ield Observations
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Total
46.9%
26.7
26.4
100
1549

Activity Level by Day o f Week and Time o f Day
Overall, the parks generated more use on weekdays than weekends, as Table
41 shows. Low activity levels were fairly evenly split between weekdays at 54.4%
and weekends at 45.6%. But, as Table 41 shows, most o f the vigorous activity in the
parks, and more than one-half of the moderate activity, takes place on the weekdays.
Table 41: Activity Level by Day of W eek as a Percentage of Total Activity
Activity Level
Low

W eekday
40.1%

Weekend
58.2%

Total
46.8%

Moderate

26.0

28.8

27.0

Vigorous

33.9

12.9

26.2

n=

100

100

100

989

572

1561

V =87.038 \ d f= (2 ),p =.000
Source: Park F ield Observation

The parks received heaviest use during the mid-day hours o f 11 am - 3 pm,
recording the most total users and the highest density o f park use, as shown in Table
43. The morning and late afternoon periods showed more moderate physical activity,
while the mid-day period showed more low activity levels (see Table 42).
Table 42: Activity Level by Time of Day as a Percentage of Total Activity
Activity Level

Before 11 am

11 am - 3
pm
50.2%

After 3 pm
34.1%

Total

Low

19.8%

46.8%

Moderate

48.5

21.2

42.2

27.0

Vigorous

31.7

28.6

21.1

26.2

Total Percent

100

100

100

100

n=

101

919

541

1561

x2 = 62.299a, d f = (4), p =.00
Source: Park F ield Observation
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Table 43: Density of Park Use per Hour

People p e r h our

B efore 11 am
2.03

11 a m - 3 p m
4.35

A fter 3 pm
2.81

n o f observation hours

39

110

112

n o f individuals observed

79

478

315

Summary o f Activity Level in the Parks
As the results presented in this section have indicated, almost one-half o f the
activity in the parks is low level or sedentary, and this is consistent regardless o f time
o f day or day o f week. Children account for the majority o f the moderate and vigorous
activity in the parks, while adults are account for the lower levels o f physical activity.
Type o f Activity in the Parks
Children, the most active park users, primarily use the play equipment while in
the park, whereas the adults mostly sit while in the park, as shown in Table 45.
Children, as expected, also engage in both formal and informal games. Adults are the
primary walkers in the parks, both with and without dogs, which probably accounts for
the amount o f moderate activity they get in the parks. Notably, all o f the parks except
one have a full or half basketball court, yet playing basketball accounts for only 2.3%
o f the total activity in the parks. Male park users primarily use the basketball courts
(see Table 44).
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Table 44: Park Activities Observed by Gender
Female

Play on play equipment

Active/
Passive
Active

52.8

47.2

26.8

231

Sit

Passive

57.8

42.2

23.9

206

Activity

Male

Total

n=

W alk dog

Active

57.3

42.7

11.1

96

Walk

Active

64.6

35.4

9.5

82

Bike

Active

39.4

60.6

3.8

33

Play informal games

Active

33.3

66.7

3.5

30

Run

Active

51.7

48.3

3.4

29

Basketball

Active

5

95

2.3

20

Eat

Passive

52.9

47.1

2.0

17

Talk

Passive

36.4

63.6

1.3

11

Baseball

Active

18.2

.8

11

Use electronic equipment

Passive

0

.7

6

Lay down

Passive

33.3

66.7

.7

6

Play soccer

Active

33.3

66.7

.7

6

Play with dog

Active

33.3

66.7

.3

3

Play organized games

Active

50.0

50.0

.2

2

Read

Passive

0

n/a

53.0

47.0

450

406

Other
n=

81.8
100

100

X2=44.78ff‘‘, d f (18), p = .000
Source: Park F ield Observation

170

.1

1

7.6

66
856

Table 45: Park Activities Observed by Age

Play on play equip.

Active/
Passive
Active

Child/
Teen
90.8

Sit

Passive

W alk dog

Activity

Adult

Total

n=

9.2

100

238

37.7

62.3

100

207

Active

3.1

96.9

100

96

W alk

Active

29.3

58.5

100

82

Bike

Active

78.8

21.2

100

33

Play infomial games

Active

100.0

0

100

30

Run

Active

86.2

13.8

100

29

Basketball

Active

65.0

35.0

100

20

Eat

Passive

44.4

55.6

100

18

Baseball

Active

Talk

Passive

9.1

100 ■

11

90.9

100

11

Use electronic equip.

Passive

100.0

0

100

6

Lay down

Passive

66.7

33.3

100

6

Play soccer

Active

33.3

66.7

100

6

Play organized games

Active

100.0

.0

100

3

Play with dog

Active

33.3

66.7

100

3

Read

Passive

0

100

1

Other

n/a

69.4

27.4

100

62

57.3

42.7

100

862

n = 872

100

0

100

X 2- 3 7 8 .3 4 (f‘, d f (3 6 ), p = .000
Source: Park F ield Observation

Summary o f Activity Taking Place in the Parks
Overall, the children observed in the parks were primarily engaged in moderate
or vigorous activity, and primarily used the play equipment in the parks. The adults
observed in the parks were primarily engaged in low activity levels. When viewed in
combination with the primary motivation for park visits o f bringing children to play, it
appears that these parks are supporting active uses by the children on the play
equipment, while adults are fairly sedentary while the children play. Walking (with or
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without a dog) is primarily done by adults in the parks, providing the majority o f the
adults’ moderate physical activity.
While I had hypothesized that a variety o f uses would take place in the parks,
the results indicate a smaller range o f uses, primarily children using play equipment,
and adults sitting or walking, with or without dogs.
Question 4: Features and Facilities that Encourage Active Use
Park Facilities and Features Used
Overall, the results from the intercept surveys and observations are consistent
in terms o f which facilities are used the most in the parks. However, the surveys tend
to show higher usage rates because the respondents could indicate all equipment used
in the park during that visit, while the observations captured only the equipment being
used during the sampling time.
When asked, What facilities or parts o f the park are you using today?, 41.6 %
o f survey respondents said that they were using the play equipment, as shown in Table
46. While some adults may be actually playing on the play equipment, the majority o f
respondents were most likely indicating that either they were assisting children with
the play equipment, or that someone in their party was using the equipment. Slightly
more than one-third (36.4%) o f park users were observed using the play equipment as
shown in Table 47. Again, adults may use the equipment simply to facilitate children’s
play, but were recorded as using the equipment if they were interacting with it in any
way.
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The survey respondents also indicated a high use o f the lawn areas in the
park, but were not asked what they were doing on the lawn, so this could not be coded
into an active or passive use. However, the observations, especially those separated
into the target areas, showed that the lawn areas did not generate much active use,
leading to the conclusion that the activities there were primarily passive.
Passive facilities such as picnic tables and benches were the next most-used feature in
the parks, and primarily used by adults, as shown in Table 46. Basketball courts,
which would generate vigorous activity, are used by only 5.4% , are o f park users
observed, and 1.3% o f survey respondents. And, as shown in Table 48, the small
amount o f use the courts receive is primarily by male park users. Not surprisingly, the
playground equipment is used primarily by children and generates the most levels of
high or vigorous activity, while tables and benches are used more by adults observed
in the parks with low activity levels, as indicated in Table 49 and Table 50.
T able 46: P a r k E q u ip m en t Used as a P ercent of Total Users
E qu ip m en t
Play equipment

Active/Passive
Active

Total
41.6

Either

17.4

Lawn
Picnic Table

Passive

8.1

Bench

Passive

6.0

Ball Court

Active

1.3

Other

n/a

25.5
100%

n = 149
Source: Intercept Surveys
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Equipment Used by A ge and Gender

As shown below, the equipment was used relatively evenly by gender,
although males used the ball courts more, while females made more use o f the picnic
tables and benches as shown in Table 47 and Table 48. Table 49 and Table 50
illustrate that children use the play equipment and ball courts more than adults, while
adults use the passive equipment, such as the tables, ledges and benches in the parks.
Table 47: M ale and Female Use of Park Equipment
Equipment
Play equipment

Active/Passive
Active

Female
34.9

Male
38.2

Total
36.4

Passive

28.2

22.6

25.6

Other

n/a

16.4

21.9

19.0

Bench

Passive

13.7

7.3

10.7

Ball Court

Active

3.7

7.8

5.4

Ledge

Passive

2.9

2.2

2.9

Picnic Table

Total Percent

100

100

100%

n=

482

424

906

xr = 25.525a, d f = (5), p =.000
Source: Park Field Observations

Table 48: Park Equipment Used by Gender
Female

Play equipment

Active/
Passive
active

50.9

49.1

100%

Table

passive

58.6

41.4

100

Other

either

45.9

54.1

100

Bench

passive

68.0

32.0

100

active

5.0

95.0

100

passive

65.4

34.6

100

55.2

44.8

100%

Equipment

Ball Court
Ledge
Total Percent
n=

482

Male

424

r = 25.525a, d f = (5) , p = 000
Source: Park F ield Observations
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Total

906

Table 49: Park Equipment Used by Age Group

Play equipment

Active/
Passive
active

Table

passive

31.8

68.2

100

Other

either

54.7

45.3

100

Bench

passive

17.3

82.7

100

active

69.4

30.6

100

passive

23.1

76.9

100

55.2

44.8

100%

Equipment

Ball Court
Ledge
Total Percent

Child/Teen

Adult

Total

83.1

16.9

100%

506

n=

410

916

r = 250.999% d f = (10),/? = 000
Source: Park Field O bservations

Table 50: Park Equipment Used as a Percentage of Each Age Group
Child/Teen

Play equipment

Active/
Passive
active

Adult

Total

Table

passive

55.5%

13.6%

36.9%

14.6

40.4

25.4

Other

either

18.6

19.0

18.8

Bench

passive

3.4

18.5

10.7

active

6.7

3.9

5.3

passive

1.2

4.6

2.8

Total Percent

100%

100%

100%

n=

506

410

916

Equipment

Ball Court
Ledge

r = 250.999% d f = (10),/? = 000
Source: Park F ield O bservations

Equipment Used by Time o f Day and Day o f Week
As discussed earlier in this chapter, the parks were used primarily during the
mid-day, and received the least amount o f use in the morning. The use o f equipment
and park features is consistent with these trends, with use of play equipment, benches
and picnic tables showing higher use than the overall percentage o f activity level
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during the 11:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m. time period, and less use than the overall percentage
before 11:00 a.m. and after 3:00 p.m.
Table 51: Equipment Used by Time of Day
Equipment
Play equipment

Before 11 am
7.7%

11 am- 3 pm
62.1%

After 3 pm
30.2%

Total
100%

Table

.0

69.1

30.9

100

Other

8.7

38.4

52.9

100

Bench
Ball Court

7.0

64.0

29.0

100

10.2

34.7

55.1

100

.0

50.0

50.0

100

Ledge

5.8
53

n=

57.8

36.4

531

100

334

918

x2 = 70.498a, d f = (10), p =.000
Source: Park Field Observations

Table 52 : Breakdown of Equipment Used During Each Time Period
Equipment
Play equipment

Before 11
am
49.1%

11 a m -3 pm

After 3 pm

Total

39.5%

30.5%

36.8%

21.6

25.4

Table

.0

30.3

Other

28.3

12.4

27.2

18.7

Bench

13.2

12.1

8.7

10.9

Ball Court

9.4

3.2

8.1

5.3

.0

2.4

3.9

2.8

Ledge
Total Percent
n=

100

100

100

100

53

531

334

918

x2 = 70.4983, d f = (10), p =.000
Source: Park F ield Observations

As Table 53 and Table 54, illustrate, play equipment was used more on the
weekdays than the weekends, while the picnic tables received slightly more use on the
weekends than the weekdays. However, the observations could not provide
information about why this might be the case. Speculatively, it appears that the parks
are used during the weekdays by parents bringing children to play during the mid-day
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time, while the weekends appear to support more passive uses, perhaps family picnics
or other gatherings.
Table 53: Equipment Used by Weekday/Weekend
Equipment
Play equipment

W eekday
73.1%

Weekend
26.9%

Total
100%

Table

45.5

54.5

100

Other

44.8

55.2

100

Bench

79.0

21.0

100

Ball Court

65.3

34.7

100%

Ledge

80.8

19.2

100%

n = 918

61.2

38.8

100%

r =81.744 \ d f = (5), p =.000
Source: Park F ield Observation

Table 54: Breakdown of Equipment Used on Weekdays and Weekends
Equipment
Play equipment

Weekday
44.0%

Weekend
25.6%

Total
36.8%

Table

18.9

35.7

25.4

Other

13.7

26.7

18.7

Bench

14.1

5.9

10.9

5.7

4.8

5.3

Ball Court
Ledge
n = 918

3.7
100

1.4
100

2.8
100

/ =81.744 \ d f = (5), p =.000
Source: Park F ield Observation

Equipment Used by Who Park Users Came With
Not surprisingly, as shown in Table 55, those who came with children were the
primary users o f the play equipment, while those who came with dogs mostly used the
lawn area. This seems to indicate that the play equipment and lawn areas serve the
primary users o f the park. O f those who brought dogs to the park, slightly less than
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one-half used the lawn (see Table 56), while the majority o f those who came with
children used the play equipment.
Table 55: Park Equipment Used and W ho They Came With
Reason to Choose Park

Alone

With
Adult
2.2%
13.0
27.3
14.3
50.0

With
Child
91.3%
8.7
18.2
0
0

With Dog

Play Equipment
Lawn
Picnic Table
Bench
Basketball Court

2.2%
13.0
54.5
71.4
50.0

Other

18.2

14.9

41.3

25.6

n=

22

18

50

31

4.3%
65.2
0
14.3
0

Total

n=

100%
100
100
100
100
100
100

46
23
11
7
2
32
121

y? = 112.473“, dT= (15), p =.000
Source: Intercept Surveys

Table 56: Park Equipment Used and Who They Came With
Reason to Choose Park
Play Equipment
Lawn
Picnic Table
Bench
Basketball Court
Other

Total Percent
n=

Alone
4.5%
13.6
27.3
22.7
4.5
27.3

100
22

With
Adult
5.6%
16.7
16.7
5.6
5.6
50.0

100
18

With
Child
84.0%
4.0
4.0
0
0
8.0

100
50

With Dog
6.5%
48.4
0
3.2
0
41.9

100
31

Total
38.0
19.0
9.1
5.8
1.7
26.4

100
121

x2= 112.473% d f = ( 1 5 ) , = 000
Source: Intercept Surveys

Activities Taking Place in the Parks
The observed activities in the park were consistent with the equipment being used in
the park. Playing on the play equipment was the most frequently-observed activity at
27.3%, with the majority o f that activity taking place at mid-day as shown in Table 57
. Sitting was the next most popular activity in the parks, with 24% o f those in the park
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observed sitting. Weekdays were a more popular time for playing on play equipment,
as shown in Table 58. Dog walking took place more on the weekdays, but was more
evenly distributed throughout the day than some o f the other activities.
Table 57: Percentage of Each Activity Taking Place During Each Time Period for All Parks
Combined
Activity
Play Equipment

Before 11 am
9.7

11 a m - 3 pm
60.5

1.9

57.4

40.7

100%

W alk Dog

25.0

37.5

37.5

100%

Walk

11.0

59.8

29.3

100%

Other

20.0

30.0

50.0

100%

3.0

54.5

42.4

100%

Sit

Bike

After 3 pm
29.8

Total
100%

.0

36.7

63.3

100%

10.3

79.3

10.3

100%

Basketball

.0

70.0

30.0

100%

Eat

.0

44.4

55.6

100%

Talk

.0

36.4

63.6

100%

Baseball

.0

100.0

.0

100%

Play with Elec. Device

.0

100.0

.0

100%

Lay

.0

100.0

.0

100%

Soccer

.0

66.7

33.3

100%

Play Games

.0

100.0

.0

100%

33.3

.0

66.7

100%

.0

•0
54.8

100.0

100%

36.1

100%

Play Informal Games
Run

Play with Dogs
Read

9.1
n=
= 1 3 2 ", d f = (34), p =.0400
Source: Park Field Observation

79

478

315

872

Table 58: Percentage of Activities Taking Place on Weekdays and Weekends
A ctivity
Play Equipment

W eekday
73.1

W eekend
26.9

Total
100%

Sit

57.9

42.1.

100%

W alk Dog

62.5

37.5

100%

Walk

47.6

52.4

100%

Other

85.7

14.3

100%

Bike

72.7

27.3

100%

Play Informal Games

40.0

60.0

100%

Run

72.4

27.6

100%

Basketball

60.0

40.0

100%

Eat

27.8

72.2

100%

.0

100.0

100%

100.0

.0

100%

Talk
Baseball

.0

100.0

100%

Lay

33.3

66.7

100%

Soccer

66.7

33.3

100%

Play Games

100.0

.0

100%

Play with Dogs

100.0

.0

100%

Read

100.0

.0

100%

63.3

36.7

100%

Play with Elec. Device

552

n=

320

872

x2= 132.0853, d f = (34), p =.000
Source: Park Field Observation

Activities by Target Area
In each of the parks, the area in which the play equipment is located generated
the most use, both active and passive. However, this phenomenon was more
pronounced in Rosebay Park, where the target area with the play equipment generated
67.8% o f overall activity (both active and passive). In both Arbor Community Park
and Fairview Community Park, the area with play equipment generated just under
one-half of the overall park use (45.2% and 46.2% respectively). This reinforces the
parks’ primary use as a place for children to play. It is also interesting to note that in
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both Rosebay and Arbor, the play equipment garnered the highest percentage o f
activity overall, while sitting was the highest activity in Fairview Community Park.
Figure 53: D iagram of T arg et A reas a t Rosebay P a rk

srmr
As expected, playing on the play equipment took place primarily in the target
area where the equipment was located. This target area generated the most uses o f any
place in the park as shown in Table 59. Walking and walking a dog were the only
activities that were somewhat evenly spread among the target areas, perhaps reflecting
the suitability of the entire park site for walking.
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Table 59: Activities by Target Area in Rosebay Park as Percent o f Each Activity
Activity
Play Equipment

TA1
89.5%

TA 2
10.5%

TA 3
.0%

T otal
100%

Sit

72.2

16.7

11.1

100

Walk

44.4

22.2

33.3

100

W alk Dog

33.3

22.2

44.4

100

Other

80.0

.0

20.0

100

Basketball

.0

100.0

.0

100

Run

.0

.0

100.0

100

Talk

50.0

.0

50.0

100

.0

.0

100.0

100

67.8

16.1

16.1

100

59

14

14

Play with Dog
n=

r =52.781 a, d f = (16),p =.000
Source: Park F ield Observation

Figure 54: D iagram of T arg et A reas at A rb o r C om m unity P a rk
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At Arbor Community Park, the target area with the play equipment generated
quite a bit o f use, as shown in Table 60, however, Target Area 3, which contains
tables, walking paths and trees, also generated quite a bit o f use.
Table 60: Activities by Target Area in Arbor Community Park as Percent of Each Activity
Activity
Play Equipment

TA 1
.0

TA 2
100.0

TA 3
.0

Total
100%

W alk Dog

4.3

60.9

34.8

100%

Sit

6.3

43.8

50.0

100%

Play Informal Games

.0

100.0

.0

100%

Eat

.0

.0

100.0

100%

Talk

.0

.0

100.0

100%

85.7

14.3

.0

100%

Basketball

100.0

.0

.0

100%

Play with Elec. Device

100.0

.0

.0

100%

.0

83.3

16.7

100%

Bike

Walk
Other

.0

.0

100.0

100%

Lay

.0

100.0

.0

100%

Play Games

.0

100.0

.0

100%

Play with Dogs

.0

.0

100.0

100%

.0

.0

100.0

100%

14.8

45.2

40.0

100%

20

61

54

135

Read
n=
x* =201.723 a, d f = (28 ) , p =.000
Source: Park Field Observation

Figure 55: Diagram of Target Areas at Fairview Community Park

city
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Consistent with the other two parks, the target area at Fairview with play
equipment also generated the most activity, as shown in Table 61. However, the
Target Area with the gazebo and tables also generated quite a bit o f use, similar to
Arbor Community Park.
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Table 61: Activities by Target Area in Fairview Community Park as Percent of Each Activity
TA 2
1.4

TA 3
64.3

Total
100%

.0

7.0

93.0

100%

Walk Dog

24.1

46.3

29.6

100%

Other

78.8

7.7

13.5

100%

Run

66.7

9.5

23.8

100%

.0

75.0

25.0

100%

83.3

16.7

.0

100%

.0

40.0

60.0

100%

Activity
Sit

TA1
34.3

Play Equipment

Eat
Soccer
Bike
Lay
Total

100.0

.0

.0

100%

34.4

19.4

46.2

100%

108

n=

61

145

314

x2= 192.757% d f = (18 ) , p = 000
Source: Park F ield Observation

Summary o f Facilities that Support Active Uses
In general, the results support what may be somewhat obvious: features
designed for active uses are generally used for such, while features designed for
passive use or low-level activity are also used in the manner intended. It is important
to note that the play equipment was associated with moderate and vigorous physical
activity among park users, as would be expected. It would be tempting to state that
providing equipment and facilities designed for moderate or vigorous activity would
encourage more physical activity in the parks. However, the non-use o f the basketball
courts observed in this study contradicts this assertion. While the basketball courts,
when used, did generate primarily vigorous and moderate activity, the courts were
rarely used in this study. This indicates that the parks not only need to provide the
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setting for physical activity, park managers and designers need to understand the
activity needs and preferences o f the users.
Also as expected, the tables and benches generated the highest percentage o f
low-level activity in the parks. In addition, the results indicate that these features were
fairly well-used in the parks, mostly for sedentary purposes. The small amount o f
active uses observed on the benches, tables and ledges can be attributed to children
who were climbing or moving on these features during the time observed, thus
generating moderate activity.
I was not able to assess the relationship between the condition of park features
and facilities and use for two reasons. First, since the parks were relatively new, all of
the parks and equipment were rated very good to excellent in the park inventories.
Second, the intercept survey did not include questions that related the condition o f the
parks to use of the parks.
Play Equipment
Play equipment is the primary park feature that supports active uses in these
neighborhood parks. Play equipment is the most-used park feature for activity in these
parks, while bringing children to play is the most-cited reason for park visits.
Combined with the fact that most park users are frequent park users, this means that
the parks support regular physical activity by children. In light o f the current problem
of childhood obesity and inactivity, this illustrates how parks can have a role in
combating this important public health issue.
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Trails, Pathways and Sidewalks

Walking and walking dogs also is a popular activity in the parks, and one that
accounts for much o f the adults’ moderate physical activity. In addition, when the
responses from the “other” category of the survey question, “What facilities or
features o f the park are you using today?, 46% o f those surveyed indicated that they
used a pathway, trail or sidewalk at the park (see Table 62 below).
Table 62: Facilities Used by S urvey R espondents (com bined with “o th e r” responses)
Facility
Playground equipment
Path, trail or sidewalk
Grass or lawn area
Bench or sitting ledge
Picnic table, BBQ, fire pit
Basketball court
n = 283

Active/Passive
Active
Active
Either
Passive
Passive
Active

P ercentage
49%
46
29
21
19
4

Note: Percentage totals more than 100 because respondents could provide more than one response to
this question.
Source: Intercept Surveys

However, this result should be interpreted with caution, since park users may
have been simply walking to access a destination within the park, such as the play
equipment or a picnic table. In addition, the small size o f these parks does not allow
trails or paths o f adequate length to support sustained physical activity o f any
significant duration. Taken together, the number o f people walking in the parks, with
or without dogs, and those using a walkway o f some type, combined with popularity
of walking for physical activity among American adults, indicates a need for more
places to walk within parks. Since neighborhood parks are generally too small to
provide a setting for walking trails, public officials and developers may need to
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consider the possibility o f incorporating linear parks into new developments to provide
this opportunity for physical activity or ways to promote parks as destinations for
neighborhood walks.
In addition, the travel to the park should not be ignored as part o f the bigger
picture. With proximity to parks Figuring prominently in park choice, walking as the
preferred travel mode to the park sites, and the frequency of park use, it is apparent
that neighborhood parks serve as destinations that could generate walking as a regular
physical activity. It would behoove planners and park managers to examine how they
can make these parks more accessible to pedestrians, and enhance the safety and
comfort o f the adjacent street network to facilitate more walking trips to neighborhood
parks. Improved connectivity, accessibility and wayfmding will be key components to
accomplish this.
Park Location and Proximity
Park location is important for adult physical activity. Proximity o f the parks to
home, work, school and retail generates use and walking trips, with 79% o f survey
respondents citing proximity as the reason for choosing the park. This, combined with
the fact that almost half o f park users travel to the park on foot, means that parks are
important walking destinations. Park location within a reasonable walking distance
has the potential to generate regular physical activity for both adults and children.
Features that Do Not Encourage Active Use
The basketball courts are rarely used by children or adults, with only four
percent o f survey respondents and three percent o f park users observed using the
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courts. This indicates that basketball courts do not encourage or support active use by
either youth or adults in the neighborhood parks studied. Informal conversations with
park and recreation professionals indicated that users o f basketball courts prefer
several courts together to generate critical mass for pick-up games. They also prefer
the courts to be in a visible location, as it is often a social activity, especially in urban
areas.
Large open lawn areas also do not appear to generate active use by adults or
children in these neighborhood parks. This is supported by the results o f the
observations o f the target areas which indicated that these open areas are relatively
unused compared to other parts of the park. However, the survey results showed that
the lawn areas are used by those who bring dogs to the parks, indicating that the
canines are getting their physical activity although their human companions are not.
While in theory open lawn areas provide flexible space for a number o f activities or
informal games to take place, in reality, they are used primarily as dog play areas in
these developments. They also provide visual amenity, but do not appear to support
any type o f regular physical activity for adults.
Additional Data on Park Use
Facilities Lacking
When asked the open-ended question about facilities lacking in the park, the
most frequently-cited facility needed in the parks was a restroom, with 62 respondents
indicating this need. Forty-three respondents said they would like the parks to have
swings for a variety of ages from babies to older kids. Twenty-one respondents
189

wanted drinking fountains in the parks, while 12 individuals desired a water feature or
pool, and ten said they would like to have off-leash dogs areas in the parks.

Use of Other Parks
Slightly more than one-half (57%) o f the survey respondents had visited
another neighborhood or city park within the past 30 days. The primary purpose to
visit another park is bringing children to play (54%), as shown in Table 63. However,
more than one-third visiting another park walk while at that park (35%), while 22%
visiting another park to walk and/or play with a dog. These two activities combined
are slightly more popular than bringing children to play at the other parks visited.
Other reasons to visit another park included talking with family and friends (15%),
sitting (13%), and reading (7%). Respondents do not visit the other parks as
frequently as they do in the park in which they were surveyed. Only 15% visit the
other park three or more days a week, although one-quarter (26%) visit the other park
on a weekly basis. The majority (63%) drove to the other park, with only one-third
walking to the visit the other park. Bicycling and transit use to access the other park
were both low, at seven and two percent respectively.
Comparing the purpose for park visitations, both show that bringing children to
play is the primary reason that survey respondents visit parks, both the ones in this
study and others. However, a greater percentage o f respondents use other parks to
walk, perhaps indicating the desire for an activity that is not as available in these
parks.
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Table 63: Purpose for Visiting Other Parks

Percentage

Purpose
Bring children to play
Walk
W alk or play with dog
Eat/picnic/BBQ
Talk with family/friends
Sit
Read
Play informal sport
Ride a bike
Run
Play organized sport
Bring children to play organized sport
Nap/sunbathe/lay down
Meditate, yoga or martial arts
n=

54
35
22
18
15
13
7
6
5
4
3
3
2
1
283

Source: Intercept Surveys

Table 64 indicates that visits to other parks are less frequent than visits to the
neighborhood park, illustrating that the park users surveyed consider the park they
were using their primary park. This has implications because these are the parks that
receive regular use and have the most potential for generating or increasing physical
activity. The fact that more park users travel by car to the other park sites than the
park in which they were surveyed underscores the importance o f the neighborhood
parks to provide walking destinations that are used frequently (see Table 65).
Table 64: Frequency of Visits to Other Parks
Percentage
15%
26
21
28

Frequency
Three or more days a week
One or two days per week
Less than once a week, more than once a month
Once a month or less
Source: Intercept Surveys
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Table 65: M ode of Travel to Other Park
M ode
W alk
Drive
Bicycle
Transit, then walk/bike
Other
n =

P ercentage
33%
63
7
2
1

Source: Intercept Surveys

Summary
This chapter has presented a summary o f the salient results from the field
observations and intercept surveys. In summary, the findings underscore the
following points about the parks in this study:
-

Proximity is the driving factor in choosing a park to visit, consistent with other
studies o f park use;

-

Primary reasons to visit the park are bringing children to play or bringing dogs
to play or walk;

-

Park users who bring children primarily use the play equipment; park users
who bring dogs primarily use the lawn areas.

-

Park users who bring dogs to the park are most likely to walk to the park; park
users who bring children are slightly more likely to drive to the park. ]

- Children are more active in the parks than adults, and account for the majority
o f vigorous activity that takes place in the parks.
The implications o f these findings and conclusions of the study are discussed in the
next chapter, and placed in context of the findings o f other research on park use.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
To answer the broad research question posed by this study, “how can new park
design and facilities support active recreation?” I used several methods to answer the
questions and test the hypotheses. I present the discussion in this chapter organized
around the four primary questions, with additional discussion and conclusions at the
end.
Question 1: Active Living As An Explicit Goal or Function of Park Design
Question 1: Is active living an explicit goal or function for park design o f new
communities on the part the developers, public agencies and designers? What other
goals, objectives and expectations were defined for the parks?
Hypothesis: Parks in new developments are intended to serve multiple objectives,
including social, environmental, passive and active recreation goals. Park location,
facilities and design may be influenced by other conditions, such as the marketing
goals of the developer, financial considerations, community desires and plans, and
existing parks near the development. Active living may not be an explicit objective in
the design and programming o f these parks.
Active living does not appear to be an explicit goal or function for park design
in the eyes o f the developers and public agencies for the parks examined. Rather, the
goal o f active recreation appears to be implicit in the provision o f parks and the
facilities within them. As cited in the literature, parks have been neglected from the
active living agenda because there is an a priori assumption that, by their nature, parks
serve active uses. The results o f this study indicate two areas which affect the goals
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and functions of parks: the agencies and process that influence park characteristics,
and the multiple goals and objectives that parks are expected to serve. Each o f these
are discussed here.
Influences on Park Characteristics
I identified four primary influences on park design through this research: (1)
developers’ priorities; (2) public agency policies, requirements and guidelines; (3)
National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) guidelines; and (4) public opinion
or involvement, although this was not a major factor in the design o f these parks. I
discuss each of these influences in this section.
Developer’s Priorities
New developments are likely to be larger, master planned areas in which the
developer makes decisions about park location, size, type and amenities within the
limits set by the local jurisdiction’s guidelines and requirements. This raises two
issues: First, developers are likely to be driven by the bottom line - physical activity
is not their priority. From the cases examined in this study, it appears that the
developers’ goals are primarily economic and aesthetic, which are linked. At Orenco
Station, for example, the developer saw the green spaces as an aesthetic amenity
providing visual relief from the density that would make the homes more appealing to
prospective buyers and result in better home sales. This leads to the second issue,
which is how the public agencies exert influence over the decisions that drive park
location, design and amenities. The Orenco and Fairview cases illustrate that public
agency requirements and guidelines must be explicit about the size, location, design
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and amenities expected for the parks to ensure that the public priorities are reflected in
the provision o f parks and open space.
The issue of the developer’s priorities is illustrated by the City o f Hillsboro’s
experience at Orenco. Mary Ordal o f the City’s parks departments sees a major
conflict between developers’ goals and active living in this type o f planned
development. The city very much wants to provide active opportunities for all ages.
Their experiences has been that developers are more intent on providing amenity with
smaller scattered green spaces for visual relief in higher density developments and
nice green views from the homes. Their experience at Rosebay Park at Orenco Station
indicates that this is also a priority for residents in these developments. When the play
equipment was installed at Rosebay Park to accommodate the growing demand for
children’s play environments, the equipment had to be moved and screened after
installation because neighboring residents complained that it ruined their view.
The second question is prioritization o f park space and uses. In developments
such as the ones included in this study, land values are high, making park land quite
valuable. At the same time, the developers’ goals to sell property and make a profit
gives them an incentive to use the park space as a visual amenity for economic gain.
Open lawn areas and ornamental features support the developer’s goal, but do not
generate active uses by children or adults.
Public Agency Policies
Most city policies and plans do not explicitly address public health as a
planning goal related to parks. O f the communities in this study, only Hillsboro’s
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Comprehensive Plan contains language relating to the goal of parks and recreation
facilities that “promote and encourage a physically fit and healthy community” (City
o f Hillsboro, 2003, p. 2.7). This is an exception within Oregon cities, although some
California communities, such as Oakland, are now incorporating public health
elements into their general plans.
The Hillsboro 2020 Vision and Action Plan (2000) recommends that the city
should “assure the adequate provision o f recreation, sports and aquatic facilities that
are affordable and accessible to all area residents” and “identify and develop a system
o f neighborhood parks located within walking or biking distance o f every community
resident” (City o f Hillsboro, 2000). According to the City’s adopted Parks Master
Plan, neighborhood parks, are intended to “meet the day-to-day recreation needs o f a
neighborhood, including field games, court games, individual sports, play for small
children, and picnicking (City o f Hillsboro, 2003, p. 4.7). In addition the Parks Master
Plan supports walking and bicycling to neighborhood parks through its
recommendation to coordinate with “other city departments to encourage sidewalks,
bike lanes, signalized intersections, and off-street pedestrian/bicycle access to park
properties” (City o f Hillsboro, 2003, p. 5.16).
Public agencies will need to make active living a priority in their policies and
requirements to ensure that parks provide settings to encourage and support physical
activity. According to Frank Engelke and Schmid (2003), this is a shift that will
require a transformation in thinking across many policy areas and within all levels o f
government. At the same time, as Ho (2003) suggests, this could indicate the
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possibility o f greatly expanded role for parks that relates much more closely to public
health. A 2003 editorial in Parks and Recreation magazine (the monthly publication
o f the NRPA) promoted the concept that park and recreation agencies can reposition
themselves as part o f the health services sector o f government to identify and
communicate the health benefit o f parks. This paradigm shift in conceptualizing the
mission and role o f parks to enhance health in both children and adults may help
improve the image o f parks as settings for physical activity and provide new avenues
for funding more public recreational facilities such as parks, ball fields and open
space.
We are starting to see some o f this positioning, as the North Clackamas Parks
and Recreation District, which manages the Sunnyside Village parks, is part o f a
“Healthy Living Partnership” with five public agencies in their service area. The
partnership’s mission is to coordinate community recreation and education services to
promote a healthy lifestyle. In another example o f this move to integrate health into
parks and recreation, The City o f Portland’s Parks and Recreation department recently
adopted a new slogan, “Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland. While these examples do
not refer specifically to the relationship between health, physical activity and park
services, they certainly reflect a new view o f parks as part o f a holistic endeavor the
enhance the health o f people and places within the city. Park departments and
agencies should consider adopting a public health goal or objective during their master
planning or update process that speaks to the association between public health,
physical activity and the provision o f parks and recreation services. This would affirm
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their position as providers of community health services as well as recreation services,
and raise their visibility in this arena.
Park Guidelines and Standards
Based on research conducted for this study, neighborhood parks appear to be
designed almost by rote, following the National Recreation and Park Association
guidelines. These guidelines provide direction on the size o f parks and the types o f
facilities that should be present in each park category. The parks in this study conform
fairly closely to the NRPA definition o f neighborhood parks, and contain the
recommended features. However, even providing the standard neighborhood park
facilities and features does not necessarily support or encourage active uses, especially
by adults. The most current guidelines were published in 1995, approximately the
time the developments in this study were beginning construction. They do not reflect
the recent trends in community development, especially those that that incorporate
higher residential densities and smaller private yards, and that are targeted at adults
without children. The priorities o f these developers to maximize the visual amenity
and green space to offset the density and lack o f private open space result in park
spaces that serve different goals than recreation and activity. In addition, the
guidelines do not reflect the changing trends in physical activity and recreation,
especially among adults. For example, the guidelines call for at least a half basketball
court in neighborhood parks, yet this study shows that they are rarely used and do not
generate park use. At the same time, the NRPA guidelines are silent about facilities
such as dog parks that generate walking trips to the park, or newer activities, such as
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disk golf, that engage adults and older youth in active recreation. The NRPA’s
guidelines should incorporate recommendations for facilities and features that
encourage more activity by adult park users and reflect current and potential new
recreational activities. As the national leader in park and recreation planning, this
group should take a more proactive role in identifying and testing park designs and
features that are aimed specifically at encouraging physical activity by adults.
Finally, as a policy matter, the NRPA guidelines should emphasize the importance o f
parks as settings for active recreation to counter-balance the other priorities for parks
and ensure they continue to support and encourage regular physical activity for all
ages.
For local agencies, physical activity should be an explicit goal of their
requirements for new park location, design and facilities, whether provided by the
agency or by a developer. This should include the park’s context and access,
promoting travel to the park by foot and bicycle, and the design and facilities o f the
park itself. Since the NRPA standards do not address many o f these issues, local
agencies should take the opportunity to go further than the NRPA standards when
establishing their own policies and guidelines, especially those that affect the review
o f new, master-planned developments.
Public Input
In some communities, public input is solicited in park planning and design.
However, as in the case of the parks at Sunnyside Village, the public’s comment is
limited to expressing a preference about how the park’s elements are arrayed on the
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site. All o f the major decisions, including the park’s size, location, function, amenities
and facilities, had already been determined. However, the public also may have an
opportunity to provide input on a larger scale when a city or park district conducts an
update o f its parks and recreation master plan. This is another place where policies
supporting the role o f parks in promoting physical activity can be instituted. In
addition, the master planning process provides a venue for citizens to express their
preferences for the types o f facilities they would use and how they prefer to be
physically active.
Multiple Park Objectives
This study and others have shown that parks often serve multiple objectives,
and are not necessarily designed or primarily used for moderate or vigorous activities.
Parks in these developments appear to serve other goals over active recreation,
including economic, environmental, social and aesthetic objectives. These may be
explicitly stated in a public agency’s planning goals and park policies, or they may be
implicit in other policies and guidelines. It is important to note this multiplicity o f
objectives because they can be achieved simultaneously in many cases, or they may
force trade-offs which favor one goal over another in park siting and design decisions.
Design and Aesthetic Goals
In the case of Orenco Station, Central Park was located and designed more for
aesthetics and adherence to new urbanism principles than for any specific active uses.
The language describing the park uses terms such as “large green space” or “terminus
o f the promenade”, indicating use o f the space for design purposes, rather than for
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recreation. One o f the key concepts o f the site plan was a sequence o f open spaces
that linked the pedestrian experience through vistas and visual monuments to create a
sense o f place, according to PacTrust project manager Mike Mehaffy. This indicates a
priority on design, which is not explicit to active living and reflects the thinking o f
new urbanist design more than active living goals. An article about Orenco Station by
the Natural Resources Defense Council emphasized this design aesthetic, stating that
the “communal green spaces provide beautiful vistas...”
(http://www.nrdc.org/cities/smartGrowth/solve/orenco.asp, 2007). The developer also
used the parks and greens paces to make the public realm and pedestrian environment
more appealing and encourage walking within the development. While this can
encourage regular physical activity, the goals were motivated by transportation
objectives to reduce auto use than by a priority on active living per se.
In another example, the pocket parks and the park-like detention ponds at
Fairview Village were intended to “add to the charm and livability o f the village”
(Livable Oregon, 1998, p. 2), again reflecting the aesthetic and design goals of
developments designed according to new urbanist principles during this era.
Social Goals
Perhaps reflecting the social goals o f new urbanism, the parks and green spaces
in these developments were intended to foster social capital. Descriptions o f Orenco’s
planning and design process refers to goals such as “encourage encounters between
neighbors” (http://www.nrdc.org/cities/smartGrowth/solve/orenco.asp, 2007) and
providing an environment that “engendered a spirit of community”
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(http://ffadesign.com/features/orenco_content.htm) more than any reference to active
living or recreation. Ironically, Rosebay, which is the recreation-oriented park at
Orenco, supports more social interaction among park users than the Central Park,
which is the symbolic community gathering place, but is unused.
Environmental Goals
Environmental goals also factor into the design o f newer parks as public
agencies seek to combine uses within a single property to maximize their public
benefit. For example, the Village Green at Sunnyside was designed to accommodate a
stormwater detention area, but the design did not accommodate any recreational uses
within the detention area. According to County Planner Lori Mastrantonio-Meuser, the
current design o f the detention facility incorporates small “islands” or bumps that
prevent its use for any type of recreation. The county would like to see the pond re
graded to provide a relatively level turf area that could be used for a variety of
informal sports and activities during non-storm events when the area is dry. Clearly,
the environmental needs were important in the park design to accommodate the
detention facility. However, establishing a priority on active recreation could have
informed the initial design o f the storm water facility to accomplish both
environmental and active living goals. By contrast, the developers o f Fairview Village
also incorporated stormwater detention into two pocket parks. However, the Fairview
designers sought to design a facility that could accommodate dual uses o f detention
and dog park. While dog parks themselves are not necessarily areas that generate
physical activity for humans, they can get people moving if they are actively engaged
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in playing with their dogs. In addition, dog parks, or parks with places for dogs to play
informally, appear to encourage moderate physical activity by providing a destination
for dog owners to walk to.
Parks and open space also have a role in protecting wildlife or providing
habitat. This function for parks was not present in the parks studied for this research
but may take priority over other park functions in developments built in or near
sensitive areas. This has the potential to set up a conflict between park roles because
environmental protection often precludes any type o f human use, especially active
recreation.
Pedestrian-Oriented. Design and Planning
All o f the developments place a high emphasis on the walkability o f the
neighborhoods by providing an inter-connected street network, mix o f uses within
walking distance, and fairly dense development. This orientation reflects both the
applicable regulations and guidelines set forth by Metro, the regional government, and
the popularity o f new urbanist principles at the time the developments were conceived
and designed. While these design principles have the potential to increase walking
and bicycling in communities, the design programs did not explicitly mention physical
activity or health benefits as a rationale for incorporating these features. Rather, most
appear to be more focused on reducing automobile trips for utilitarian purposes. For
example, Fairview Village was designed to “promote pedestrian and bicycle travel
within the development” (Livable Oregon, 1998, p. 2), however this pedestrian
network was provided to make it “more convenient to walk or bike than to drive
203

within the neighborhood” (Livable Oregon, 1998, p. 2). The design o f Orenco Station
also placed a high priority on pedestrian travel, emphasizing the mix o f uses, walkable
town center, pedestrian-friendly street design and other features that promote walking
over automobile use for at least some trips. Architects Fletcher Farr Ayotte stated that
the theme for the master plan was a “focus on the pedestrian rather than the
automobile, providing opportunities to walk to goods and services”
(http://ffadesign.com/features/orenco_content.htm, 2007).
The goal o f promoting pedestrian travel within these developments was
primarily achieved through an interconnected street network that featured short blocks,
alley access for vehicles, and adequate sidewalks buffered from the street. The lack of
driveway access from the street improves pedestrian safety by eliminating the need for
vehicles to cross the sidewalk. Home designs with front porches and front yards
provide a pleasant walking environment. Amenities such as street trees, pocket parks
and scattered green spaces all were designed into the developments’ master plans also
to enhance the walking experience. This orientation toward pedestrian travel makes it
easy for park users to walk to the parks, as the developments provide direct,
convenient and safe access to the park sites from the neighborhoods.
Question 2: Park Design Features and Facilities
Question 2: What are the design features and conditions in new parks?
Hypothesis: Parks in new developments contain some features that support active
recreation, but also serve other goals and functions.
Design Features and Facilities
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As described in the previous chapter, all o f the parks in this study contain at
least one facility or feature designed for active use. All o f the parks have some type of
play equipment for children and all but one park contain a basketball court. Basketball
courts are the only facility in the parks that adults could reasonably use for activity
except walking on the paths, but I found that the courts are rarely used, and their
presence does not provide a motivation for park use. This may be a function of
demographics, since youth are under-represented in these developments. However,
since basketball is also played by adult men o f varying ages, who are adequately
represented in these developments, the demographics may only be part o f the
explanation. All but one of the courts in these parks are half-courts, precluding a full
game. Also, most outdoor courts are used for pick-up games, which require a critical
mass o f players at one time. These games tend to take place more often when there
are two or more full courts available for play. Given the lack o f use o f the courts, park
agencies should consider substituting other equipment or amenities in neighborhood
parks, especially in communities designed to attract households without children.
While the parks contain pathways in excellent condition, the pathways are
primarily designed to access other features, such as play equipment or picnic tables,
not to support walking as an activity. In addition, the small size of the parks is not
conducive to walking for exercise as the pathways are limited in length within the
parks.
All o f the parks contain features for passive use, such as benches or picnic
tables. In addition, some park parks contain BBQs and shelters. Overall, there is not a
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wide variety o f equipment or facilities in the parks. Given the size and function o f
neighborhood parks, this is not surprising. However, it does limit the parks’ ability to
support or encourage physical activity in the broader population.
While I did not conduct any quantitative measure o f the amount or percentage
o f land in the parks devoted to equipment for physical activity, a visual review o f the
parks, combined with the maps and diagrams o f park features, indicates that there is a
relatively small area and amount o f equipment devoted to physical activity. Play
equipment tends to be the primary feature o f these parks, which is in keeping with
NRPA and most public agency guidelines. But, this equipment is designed
specifically for children, and in most cases, younger children. Some o f the survey
respondents said they would like to see equipment and features for older children in
the parks. The climbing apparatus at the Village Green in Sunnyside Village is an
example o f park equipment that can serve a wider variety o f age groups among
children.
Except for the ball courts, the parks do not contain any features that support
adult activity. With the graying o f the population in the U.S., combined with the
rising levels o f obesity and inactivity described at the outset o f this paper, providing
facilities for adult physical activity in parks is a growing unmet need. In the 1970s,
features such as par courses (basically outdoor circuit training facilities) became
popular, but were located primarily along trails. It may be time to explore new trends
in adult outdoor fitness and determine what type o f new equipment should be placed
in neighborhood parks to encourage more adult physical activity.
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Results o f the survey show that walking, and walking dogs, are relatively
popular adult physical activities. The parks in this study serve as destinations for
adults walking dogs, even though none o f the parks contained any dog-specific
features. While the research is new and relatively sparse on the relationship between
dog ownership and physical activity, providing “doggie destinations” in parks could
help increase adult physical activity by serving as a walking destination for pet
owners. Anecdotally, many dog owners tell me that they walk their dogs every day,
and prefer to walk to a park with their dogs.
Adult survey respondents also walk in parks for physical activity. While
neighborhood parks contain pathways, as stated above, they are generally access
paths, not intended for exercise walking. The small size o f most neighborhood parks
precludes their suitability for walking paths and trails. But, the location o f these parks
within walkable neighborhoods is an important feature that should not be overlooked.
Perhaps simple measures, such as designated routes and wayfinding signs that provide
a “circuit o f parks” could provide a walking facility between the parks, even if not
actually in the parks. This could identify the routes and mileage between parks to
facilitate walking to or between parks within a neighborhood or community. Another
option would be to reconceptualize neighborhood parks to allow more flexibility in
their size and configuration. This would allow neighborhood parks to take on the
qualities o f a linear park where the existing conditions permit and provide walking
paths o f sufficient length to support walking for physical activity. However, safety of
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pathway users and providing an interesting route need to be primary objectives for
these parks to be used for their intended purpose.
While unrelated to physical activity, restrooms ranked high on facilities desired
in parks according to respondents o f the intercept survey Evidently, even though more
park users live within one-quarter mile than any other distance from the park, they
would like to have restrooms on site. This is most likely related to the fact that they
come to the park with children who often need use o f facilities fairly immediately.
However, as outlined by developers, the issues and costs associated with maintenance
and vandalism generally preclude the provision o f restrooms. In addition, because
neighborhood parks are intended to serve a population that lives nearby, restrooms are
not included in NRPA or more most local guidelines as a recommended facility for
neighborhood parks. Fairview Community Park could be an anomaly because o f its
size and use for community events, such as the weekly farmer’s market in the summer.
Even so, many community surveys for park and recreation agencies find that
restrooms are desired by many park users (Carmichael Recreation and Park District
Survey, 2007).
Park Conditions
The conditions in new parks tend to be above average to excellent and exhibit
few issues with vandalism and graffiti. This is most likely due to both their relatively
young age and location in middle- to upper-middle class residential areas. Because
the parks in this study are all relatively new, research and survey questions did not
specifically address how park conditions and safety related to use. However, some o f
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the responses offered by survey respondents in the “other” category indicate the at
least some park users selected the park because it was clean and or safe. Since the
majority o f park users brought children to the park, these are logical matters to
consider when selecting a park to visit and have implications for parks in other types
o f neighborhoods and communities.
The parks’ location adjacent to residential streets and homes most likely
provides a sense o f security since the parks are visibly open to residents and passersby. Even with the lack o f use at some times of the day, the parks feel safe because of
this visibility and openness. Since neighborhood parks are not staffed on a regular
basis, it is important that this open nature o f neighborhood parks be emphasized in
park design guidelines to maximize visibility and preclude inappropriate activities that
would render the park unsafe and less used.
Question 3: Park Use and Activity
Question 3a: What is the nature o f and motivation for park use? (e.g. physical health
and recreation, mental health, social)?
Question 3b What type o f activity (sedentary, moderate or vigorous) takes place in
the parks?
Question 3c: What is the frequency and duration o f park visits?
Hypothesis: Parks are used for a variety o f purposes, including active recreation.
Certain design features or facilities are associated with park use and specific activity
levels, e.g. trails are associated with moderate to vigorous activity; benches are
associated with passive activity.
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I found the parks in this study function as true neighborhood parks. They are
primarily used by families who live nearby who bring their children, and walk to the
park.
The primary motivation to use the parks selected for this study was to bring
children to play. As discussed in the results section, almost half o f the park users
surveyed came with children (48.8%) than any other group. Park users chose the parks
because they provide places for kids to play, and this was reflected in both the
observations and the surveys. This was interesting in light of the fact that, except for
Sunnyside Village, most households in these developments were childless.
The demographic trends in this country have serious implications for this
primary use o f neighborhood parks. The number o f households with children in the
U.S. is projected to decline to 25% in 2025, down from 48% in 1960 and 33% in
2000, while the number of households without children is projected to grow by 88%
between 2000 and 20205 (Nelson, 2006). These trends reinforce the need to design
neighborhood parks that serve adult physical activity as well as children’s activity.
Proximity to home is also an overwhelming reason for choosing the park,
which makes sense when coupled with the purpose of bringing children to play.
Parents probably don’t want to travel far to use a park, since park visits with small
children tend to be short. Walking and walking dogs is another motivation for park
use, and one that generates physical activity in adults.
Park visitors walk to the park over any other mode of travel, with driving
being the next most-used mode of travel to the park. Again, when looking at travel
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through the lens o f the primary park use, this is logical. If families live very close and
have children who can walk or be pushed in a stroller, they probably choose to walk.
However, in talking with parents of young children, they often choose to drive even
short distances if they have more than one child, or need to bring food, diaper bag and
other items for their park visit.
These parks appear to be social places, with most park users coming to the
park with other adults, children and dogs. These parks do not appear to generate
solitary use for the most part, indicating that they can serve a dual function of
supporting both physical activity and community building.
Using the play equipment generates the most physical activity, almost
exclusively by children. The tables and benches, as expected, generate sedentary use
for the most part, although some children use them for moderate activity too. Adults
are the primary users o f the tables and benches, although the children use them too.
Users o f these parks visit frequently, with more than half visiting the park once
a week or more. This demonstrates the ability o f neighborhood parks to provide
settings for physical activity on a regular basis if people are motivated to use them,
and are active once they are in the park. However, while children are active in the
parks, the adults are sedentary.
Parks are also used for mental health and social activities. Nine percent o f
survey respondents indicated that they visit the park for quiet, relaxation or to be in
nature. Also, combining the fact that most people use parks with others, and that
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talking was a fairly common activity, one can surmise that socializing is also an
important activity in these parks.
Overall, the primary uses o f the parks, similar to the range o f features and
equipment, are limited. There is most likely a relationship between what is there and
what people do (and don’t do) in the park, but the research design o f this study does
not allow for this type o f correlation. This study demonstrates that neighborhood parks
provide settings for regular physical activity for children, but they do not generate or
support much physical activity by adults. Since neighborhood parks are those closest
to home and are used frequently, it is important to seek ways that they can become
more supportive of physical activity for the adult population. This reiterates the need
to rethink the guidelines for neighborhood parks so they become settings for physical
activity for all age groups, not just the young.
Question 4: Relationship of Park Features and Active Use
Question 4: What design features and facilities in parks are correlated with active use
(defined as moderate to vigorous activity)? How is the condition o f the park and
facilities correlated with their use?
Hypothesis'. Park users engage in certain types of physical activity based on the park’s
design, available facilities and the condition o f the park and its facilities. For example,
parks with play equipment or sports fields would be expected to generate a variety o f
uses but with more intense activity while pocket parks would generate mostly passive
use.
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The play equipment in these parks generated the most active use, as stated
earlier. While ball courts generate active use when used, they are used rarely in these
parks, indicating that while they support moderate to vigorous physical activity, they
do not generate such activity very often.
The open lawn areas provide a place for unstructured play, but again, are rarely
used by either children or adults. It appears that activity is more likely to occur on a
park feature or piece o f equipment intended for that use. Informal activities do not
often take place on the areas of these parks without equipment or amenities for active
use. The implication that one could take from this is that people need some type o f cue
in the form o f equipment or facility to be active in parks. But, the facilities need to be
those that people will want to use. Just providing facilities does not ensure use, as the
lack o f activity on the basketball courts illustrates in this study. However, this would
need to be tied to research on both children’s and adult’s motivation for physical
activity in unstructured environments before conclusions can be made. It also raises
the issue o f how park programming and promotions could promote more active use o f
these parks.
Since the features and facilities in all o f these parks are above average to
excellent, it is difficult to assess if there is a relationship between condition and use in
these park settings. Conditions would probably relate to use only when equipment
appears broke, dysfunctional or unsafe in some manner, which is not the case in these
parks.
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The equipment in these parks is focused primarily on use by children; therefore
it is reasonable that children are more active in the parks. However, the equipment is
focused on younger children’s play, and there are few features for older children and
youth, an issue noted by many survey respondents. Also, since the parks lack features
with the potential to encourage adult physical activity, it is difficult to assess the
impact o f the park features on their activity levels.
As Americans age, seniors will make up a larger proportion of the population
and maintain physical activity for health will be a prime concern for this age group. It
will be important to assess the role o f neighborhood parks to support and encourage
regular physical activity for adults and seniors. In addition, since parks are part o f a
community’s infrastructure, they remain as neighborhood demographics change over
time. This speaks to the need to design neighborhood parks in ways that can
accommodate a variety o f user needs, and that can be modified over time as the age o f
residents and recreation trends change.
The location o f parks is one consideration that could increase physical activity,
because park users tend to walk to neighborhood parks. Ensuring that parks are
located within one-half mile o f all homes (a current NRPA standard for neighborhood
parks) is one element that has potential for adult and senior physical activity,
especially since walking is a popular activity with these age groups. This points to the
need for more neighborhood parks in most communities at a time when many agencies
are turning toward consolidating parks into fewer, but larger, community parks that
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more people. While these are also important assets that promote physical activity, the
importance o f proximity for regular park use is critical.
In addition to location or proximity, the accessibility o f parks is also important.
The parks in this study are all located in developments with interconnected street
networks, resulting in easy park access from nearby homes. In addition, the parks are
open to the public rights of way, and no barriers to access exist, such as fences, gates
or busy arterial streets, that would prevent easy access to parks even if physically near.
While the street network in most communities is already set, the lessons o f proximity
and access are important for new developments and the public agencies that review the
plans for such new communities. Policies and regulations that address not just
location, size and features, as described in an earlier section, but also the underlying
infrastructure o f the street network, will support park access and potentially increase
park use.
Limitations of the Research
While this study provided valuable information about park design, use and
physical activity, several limitations exist. In this section, I describe the primarily
limitations o f this study that impact the conclusions.
Limitations o f Development and Park Selection
The developments selected for this study were fairly similar and homogeneous
in terms of the socio-demographic characteristics o f the residents. While the
developments varied in household size and the presence o f children, they were
overwhelmingly white, and middle- to upper-class. While controlling for some o f the
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socio-demographic variables, this study did not address any issues with class, income
level, race or ethnicity that might affect park use and physical activity levels. A few
studies, such as Cohen (2007) are starting to examine parks in a variety o f
neighborhood to explore such questions, this research is sparse. Given the growing
diversity o f the population, both in the Portland metropolitan region and nationally,
this will be an important component that should be incorporated into future studies.
Selecting only the neighborhood parks in these developments allowed me to
control for a number o f potential differences among the parks, such as size, purpose
and amenities, and to draw conclusions about use and activity levels o f this park type.
However, the similarity in park type also limited the variety of activities and uses were
observed. In particular, the emphasis on children’s play in neighborhood park design
in general, and in these parks specifically, provided results that indicated adults are
mostly sedentary in the parks. While these results are similar those o f the Floyd et a.
(2007) and Cohen et al. (2007), those studies also focused on neighborhood parks.
Examining the full range o f park types available in a larger study o f new
developments may have yielded different results, especially with regard to adult
physical activity. Since the neighborhood parks appear to be more oriented toward
children, there may be other park types that encourage adults to be active. For
example, larger community parks with sports fields or athletic facilities may provide
settings for adults to engage in sports, while linear parks and. trail systems have the
potential to support adults to walk or ride bicycles. This expanded focus could shed
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light on adult physical activity, and also demonstrate where there may deficiencies for
supporting active recreation on a community-wide scale.
Length and Frequency o f Data Collection
The field work for this study included only one week in each park site. While
the work in each park included more hours and days o f week than some other similar
studies (such as Floyd, 2007), additional time in each park would have been useful. In
particular, the lack o f observations during early morning hours may have excluded
adults who may visit the park before the work day begins. Longer hours, especially
before 8:00 a.m. and after 7:00 p.m., may have obtained different results about adult
park use and physical activity.
Also, I made the decision to conduct the field work during the best weather
months in the region (July through September) to capture the maximum range o f
activities and uses in the parks. However, parks may be used for different purposes as
the seasons and weather changes. Focusing only on the warm-weather months may
have eliminated certain park users and types o f activities that take place at other times
of the year. Extending the field work over more o f the year may have captured a larger
range o f park uses and activities. Given the lack o f adult physical activity taking place
in the parks during the summer, it would be interesting to see if adults use the parks
more for active purposes during other months. In addition, conducting the field work
during more months would have provided more data and increased the reliability o f
the analysis.
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Limitations o f the Observation Method
The most obvious limitation o f the observation protocol was the limited
amount of time spent observing activities at each park site. Observing for only one
week during the summer and the inability to cover all daylight (and perhaps non
daylight) hours limits the information on the types and range o f activities taking place
at each park, and the relative popularity of each activity, especially early morning and
later evening activities. Also, the number of hours spent in Rosebay and Arbor
Community Parks was dependent on the students’ schedules, which meant that there
was not as much consistency in the number o f hours spent each day in the parks.
However, the parks were observed during all days o f the week. Some studies, such as
Floyd et al. (2007), observed only Friday through Sunday, usually thus missing the
mid-week uses o f the park, which may be different from weekdays. In addition,
observers started as early as 8:00 am on some days, and remained in the park as late as
7:00 pm some days. This captured a greater range o f hours in the park than the Floyd
study, which conducted observations only between 10:00 am and 6:00 p.m. It also
captured a greater number o f hours than the Cohen study, which conducted
observations at only four times during each day, at 7:30 a.m. 12:30 p.m., 3:30 p.m. and
6:30 p.m. However, the Cohen et al. (2007) conducted an observation at 7:30 a.m.,
which was a slightly earlier than the start time o f this study.
I delineated the target areas by features and facilities so that it would be
possible to correlate activity levels by park feature, such as open lawn area or play
equipment. In a few cases, the observers did not separate their observations by target
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areas, but rather conducted the hourly observation for the entire park. This reduced
the number o f observations that could be analyzed for activity within the target area,
but still provided information on overall activity levels within the park.
Another limitation was the subjectivity o f the classification o f ages. While
younger children and a wide range o f adults are relatively easy to categorize visually,
older teens may appear older and be categorized as adults. Similarly, the decision to
categorize an older adult as “adult” or “senior” also is somewhat subjective.
Therefore, these categories provide only generalities in terms of the relative use by
age, but not completely accurate data.
Limitations o f the Intercept Survey
As mentioned earlier, the survey questions were adapted from the
Neighborhood Parks and Active Living study, reviewed by my advisor and field
tested. However, after collecting and reviewing the data, it came to my attention that a
question about the duration of park visits was inadvertently omitted from the survey.
This was an oversight in the final review o f the instrument and could have provided
valuable information about park use. In designing the survey, I did not specifically
address questions about safety in the survey for several reasons. The parks are newer
and in good condition overall, and the lack o f incivilities in the parks, such as
vandalism, graffiti and litter, indicated that safety would not be a primary factor in
determining park use. In addition, all of the park sites are open to the surrounding
street network and visible to the adjacent residential and civic uses, providing a level
o f “eyes on the park” and feeling o f safety. Finally, I did not observe illicit activities,
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or opportunity for them, during initial park visits and pilot observations. While the
survey did not contain any questions about perceptions o f safety, a few respondents
indicated that their selection o f that particular park was prompted by its safety and/or
cleanliness.
The questions about use o f other parks did not provide as much useful
information as I had hoped. The results yielded a wide variety o f park types and uses
o f those parks, from small neighborhood parks to large regional parks. In all parks
except Orenco Station, almost every respondent had named a different park. Even
aggregating the other parks by a common feature, such as park types, did not yield
meaningful information because there were so many park types.
The “other” category for the question about reasons for visiting the park
showed that a number o f respondents indicated they came to the park for nature or
quiet, which was not one of the choices provided. More field piloting o f the
instrument may have uncovered additional choices that should have been added to the
list, eliminating the need to categorize the write-in responses.
Finally, in terms o f design, it would have been helpful to phrase some
questions about motivation and use in two parts. For example, asking about their
primary purpose for a park visit, then a follow up question about other purposes for
visiting the park would have allowed for better data analysis. I explored the
possibility o f separating out the surveys with only one response per category to
perform analysis, but most o f the surveys contained more than one response when
possible, which eliminated this potential analysis.
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The number o f surveys was limited by the number o f hours spent in each park.
Given the resources available, it appeared that a reasonable number o f surveys were
conducted in each park, except Ashley Meadows. This could have been a function of
the lower number o f adults in the park during the hours o f observations and
interviews. A total of 20 individuals did not respond to the survey. Some o f the
potential respondents refused because they had already participated in the survey;
others refused because they did not have time or simply did not care to respond.
Some o f the write-in answers provided as “other” were quite similar to the
choices provided and should have initially be categorized as such by the interviewer.
Evidently, the interviewers took the choices literally, and if the respondent said a
different word, even with a similar meaning, it was recorded in the “other” instead of
checked as one o f the choices. For example, if someone responded “play outdoors” it
was coded as “other” rather than bring children to play, even though the respondent
brought their children to play outdoors. Better training and documentation in this area
may have prevented this issue.
While the survey respondents were a part o f the population o f those observed,
they were not identified in either the survey or observation. This meant that I could
not correlate what the park users said they did in the park with what they actually did.
Future research design should incorporate a method o f matching up observed
individuals with those interviewed to allow for correlations between data sets.
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Limitations o f Interviews with Developers and Public Agency Officials
The public agency staff members in Hillsboro and North Clackamas Park and
Recreation District were easy to access and provided detailed information about the
parks and their agency’s planning processes. The staff at the City o f Fairview were all
recent hires and did not have much information about this history o f the developments
or decisions about the parks, and the plan documents did not provide much insight into
the park priorities for Fairview Village.
The former project manager for PacTrust, which developed Orenco Station,
and representatives from the developer o f Fairview Village were also accessible and
provided much valuable information. Unfortunately, the development company
responsible for Orenco South (West Hills Development and Arbor Custom Homes)
did not return phone calls, and I was not able to access any staff members with
knowledge or history o f the project’s development. The staff was unwilling to provide
information even on the acreage o f the park sites within the development. Given this
situation, less information is provided about the parks in Orenco South in this study,
and the analysis of these parks is by necessity lighter than that o f the other parks and
developments.
Limitations o f Census Data
The 2000 U.S. Census data is the most recent data available. Since these
developments are new, many o f them were not complete or fully inhabited at the time
o f the Census. Also, due to the size o f the developments, information at the Census
Tract level takes in a much larger area than the developments themselves. However,
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information at the block level is limited in nature. At the block level, I was able to
obtain information on the total population, racial breakdown, number o f households,
number of households with one or more members under 18 or over 65 years o f age,
number of households with no members under 18 or over 65 years o f age, and owner
and renter occupied households. At the Census Tract level, more information is
available, but again, it applies to more than just the developments under study.
I was able to supplement the Census data with more current information from
surveys conducted by Dr. Jennifer Dill at Orenco Station and Fairview Village.
However, this type o f information was not available for Sunnyside Village, so I was
unable to provide more updated data for that development.
Non-Park Users and Other Forms o f Physical Activity
Parks are one o f many places where adults and children can be active. Viewed
in light o f the public health goal promoting physical activity, it is important to
understand the amount, type and frequency o f activity that individuals obtain, whether
at a park or elsewhere.
This research design did not include a method to obtain information from non
park users. While information about park users is helpful in understanding how parks
function and are used, it ignores a large part o f the population who do not use the
parks. Information from non-park users would provide a more complete picture of
park use, including motivation, activities, and levels o f physical activity in the park
that would be more useful from the public health standpoint o f promoting physical
activity.
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Recommendations and Future Research
This section discusses the conclusions o f this study in the realm o f research
and practice. It proposes an expanded framework for research in this field, provides
recommendations for park and recreation practice, explores the role o f parks in new
and existing communities, and places this area o f research in the larger context o f both
planning and public health.
Expand the Framework fo r Research
One o f my research goals was to test the conceptual framework on which the
studies in this field are based. The limited number o f studies that are examining
physical activity in parks begin with park and user characteristics as the antecedents of
park use, as shown in the conceptual model proposed by Bedimo-Rung (2005) in
Figure 56. These studies have not examined the determinants o f the park
environment.
Figure 56: Conceptual Model of Park Characteristics and Public Health Outcomes
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Knowledge about park characteristics and how they support physical activity
provides a useful base o f knowledge for this field. However, in the bigger picture of
promoting physical activity, it is critical to understand how park characteristics are
determined in order to make changes that will encourage more active uses.
The results o f this study have demonstrated at least four influences on a park’s
characteristics that should be considered. Based on the results of this work, I would
propose an expanded framework for research in this area that includes four
antecedents o f park characteristics as shown in Figure 57 and listed below:
-

NRPA guidelines;

-

developers’ goals and objectives;

-

public agency policies, codes, regulations and guidelines; and

-

public input.

Figure 57: Antecedents of Park Characteristics
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As studies provide evidence about the relationship between park features and
activity levels, this framework provides a way to consider the areas o f influence where
where changes could be made to help ensure that parks can better support physical
activity. In addition, adding this component to the conceptual model provides an
avenue by which to move the current research findings into practice, an area that is
virtually untouched and sorely needed.
Park Guidelines and Standards
This study raises important questions about how park design and features can
encourage physical activity. First, the lack o f facilities that support physical activity
by adults causes concern about the role and use o f neighborhood parks for regular
physical activity by adults. Earlier efforts to provide such facilities, such as exercise
stations or par courses that were installed in many parks in the 1970s, have fallen out
o f favor, but little has been written about the reasons behind this. The NRPA
guidelines do not include these, or any other adult-oriented activity amenities, for
neighborhood parks. Little has been written on the subject, so the reason behind their
disuse is unclear. As mentioned earlier, more study o f other park types may provide
additional information on adult park use and physical activity.
A related question is whether the standard neighborhood park, and requisite
playground, picnic table and basketball court, is still relevant. And, while the play
equipment generates activity by toddlers and younger children, the park features do
not support physical activity by older children and teens. The proximity o f these parks
to residential areas appears to encourage use o f and generates walking trips to the
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park, these parks do not encourage much adult physical activity once there. Since
walking is the number one physical activity for adults in the U.S., and neighborhood
parks are too small to provide sufficient length in walking paths, other options, such as
linear parkways, should be explored. While other park types may support more adult
physical activity, neighborhood parks often provide the most convenient location for
park use. Since proximity has been shown to be a strong predictor of park use, it is
crucial to rethink the concept o f neighborhood parks to encourage adult physical
activity.
Based on the results o f this and other studies, it is time to rethink the role and
amenities recommended for neighborhood parks. Given the demographic trends away
from households with children and toward one- and two-person households without
children, the National Recreation and Parks Association should revisit their park,
recreation and open space guidelines to:
place a priority on providing settings for physical activity for both
children and adults;
recommend a range o f amenities and facilities for neighborhood parks
that reflect this emphasis on physical activity; and
consider a range o f park types for neighborhoods, including lineartype parks, that could provide walking paths, dog destinations and
other uses; and
Advocate for flexible spaces that can be modified as community
demographics or recreation trends change over time.
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Since most local park agencies follow the NRPA guidelines, changes in their
recommendations could have a big impact in new parks that would provide more
conducive settings for active uses. More research is needed, especially on physical
activity and adult park users to inform the revision o f these guidelines. This is
discussed in more detail in the recommendations for future research on park users.
Role o f Parks and Open Space in New Developments
This study also raised the issue o f the priorities for parks in new developments
and the trade-offs that are considered when planning for new parks. In developments
such as the ones included in this study, land values are high, making park land quite
valuable. At the same time, the developers’ goal to sell property and make a profit
gives them an incentive to use the park space as a visual amenity for economic gain.
Residents also benefit from the visual amenity provided in these developments. Open
lawn areas and ornamental features support this goal, but do not generate active uses
by children or adults. In addition, the call for sustainability increases the pressure on
land as developers are required to provide stormwater detention facilities and other
elements that use valuable land. As Fairview and Sunnyside Village illustrate, these
are often incorporated into parks to get more benefit from the land which cannot
generate revenue. However, this places additional constraints on the design o f the
parks and the facilities that can go in them.
While there are clearly competing interests vying for the priority in the parks
which affects their size, location and function, it appears that there can be some
middle ground. If the priorities are articulated at the outset, careful design can result
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in parks that serve multiple goals. The parks Fairview and Sunnyside offer contrasting
examples o f how multiple goals can either compete or co-exist successfully. At the
Village Green in Sunnyside, the stormwater detention facility was designed in a way
that precluded any type o f active use. At Fairview, the stormwater detention facilities
in the pocket parks successfully integrated dog play areas into the design. In the first
case, only the environmental goals were considered, while in the second, the priority
was accommodating a dual function in the park space.
Parks can serve multiple roles, including physical activity. However, public
agency policies must clearly articulate the priority for active uses in parks. Otherwise,
other interests and goals will prevail.
It is possible to design for multiple goals, but the goals need to be clearly
stated and prioritized. To ensure parks provide settings for active recreation, local
agencies will need to be proactive in keeping physical activity on the list of goals for
new parks. They need to adopt applicable codes and regulations that are specific
about the elements, such as size, location and facilities provided to ensure parks
provide settings for active living in new developments, even at the earliest planning
stages. And, they will need to enact policies that require developers to provide not just
usable parks and open space, but spaces that will be used. Otherwise, the developers or
other interests will call the shots, and will plan the parks according to their values and
priorities, not necessarily for active living.
The design and features o f parks in new developments offer a tremendous
opportunity to re-shape the concept and use o f neighborhood parks to encourage
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physical activity for all residents while providing other benefits, such as visual
amenity. But, without a priority on this use, physical activity will continue to compete
with other priorities for the limited open space in these developments.
Parks and Active Living in the Context o f Planning and Public Health
According to the Active Living Research website
(www.activelivingresearch.org), “ The chief aim o f Active Living Research is to
increase knowledge about active living by supporting research to identify
environmental factors and policies with potential to substantially increase levels o f
physical activity among Americans o f all ages, incomes, and ethnic backgrounds.”
The assumption behind this work is that the design o f communities affects people’s
ability to reach the recommended 30 minutes o f moderately intense physical activity
each day.
The design o f parks and other public recreational facilities is one component o f
communities on which this research is focusing. The studies on park characteristics
and use are providing a small subset o f data that informs the bigger picture of
community design that promotes physical activity. Other areas o f research in this field
also are providing small, but important pieces o f the picture. These studies are critical
to learn what factors o f a community’s environment can aid or deter physical activity.
However, this focus on small individual elements ignores the bigger picture. As the
research matures and conclusive evidence emerges, it will be important for the field to
determine how the individual elements can work together to design activity-friendly
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communities. This will require a stronger relationship with the planning profession to
integrate this research into planning theory and practice.
In terms of public health outcomes, physical activity is one determinant o f
health, along with nutrition, environmental elements and personal factors. While
designing active-supportive communities is a critical element in support individual
health, it needs to be put into perspective with these other influences. Active living
research should not become too deterministic about the potential for the built
environment to influence health outcomes, as providing the opportunity for individuals
to be active does not guarantee they will be, especially in the absence o f other
motivating factors. Work should expand to designing, implementing and evaluating
programs that encourage both children and adults to be more physically active and
embrace activity as a part o f daily living.
Future Research
In this section, I propose a research agenda for this field based on the results
and conclusions o f this study. This includes a focus on qualitative research, other park
types, adult and non park users, pre- and post-evaluation, and moving research to
practice.
Influences on Park Characteristics and Non-Park Users
As discussed earlier, there is a need to learn more about the influences on park
characteristics and design, so the results o f the current field studies can inform future
park plans. This includes a larger role for qualitative research, including case studies
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o f more developments, and policy evaluation, to test and refine the expanded
framework proposed in this work.
Qualitative Research
Little investigation has taken place about the influences on park characteristics,
especially in the context of how parks support active uses. Most o f the studies on
park use and physical activity have employed primarily quantitative methods to
measure park features and facilities, activity level and park use. The interviews with
developers and public officials conducted as part o f this study provided important
information about the factors that influence park location, size, facilities and features
that are not accessible through quantitative field work. More case studies are needed
to understand the motives and processes that influence park location, design and
facilities. I found the qualitative portion o f this research yielded some o f the most
useful information, but most studies in the field to date have focused exclusively on
what takes place in the parks once they are in place. Few, if any, studies have
examined the relationship between the public agency’s development guidelines, the
type and location o f parks that are built, and how the parks are ultimately used.
Policy Evaluation
This research demonstrated the importance o f policies, regulations and
guidelines and their ability to influence the location, size and amenities in parks,
which in turn affects use and physical activity within parks. Future research should
focus on policy evaluation to determine how public agencies can adopt policies that
can result in parks that encourage regular physical activity. Pre- and post-evaluation
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studies have the potential to provide good information about the effects o f such
policies. This could be done by comparing parks in developments that were
developed using two different sets o f guidelines, or by using developments that were
designed and built under similar guidelines to determine if the outcomes were the
same. It would be important to supplement this research with additional case studies
o f developments, and include more extensive interviews with developers, Realtors,
park agency and planning officials, and park designers to gain a fuller understanding
o f the influences on park characteristics relative to physical activity.
Park Design Guidelines and Standards
This study demonstrated the importance and influence o f the NRPA guidelines
and standards. Several areas o f research could inform an update o f these standards
with a focus on increasing the level o f support for physical activity for both adults and
children.
Expand Research to Other Park Types
This and the other current studies on this topic have all focused on
neighborhood parks. To fully understand how a park system does (or does not)
support physical activity, the full complement o f parks within the system need to be
studies. Research should be expanded to investigate all o f the parks in new
developments to understand how the functions and features may work together on a
system basis to promote physical activity. In particular, since neighborhood parks have
been shown to support more children’s physical activity, expanding the research to
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other park types may provide additional information on adult physical activity in
parks.
Conduct Pre- and Post-Evaluations
While this study focused on newer parks, the majority o f parks in the U.S. are
older. Many have reached a point where they need major upgrades and refurbishment.
This presents an ideal opportunity to conduct pre-and post-evaluations o f park use to
determine how re-design and interventions affect the amount and type o f physical
activity and park use by both adults and children. Even in newer parks, such as
Rosebay, a study o f park use before and after the play equipment was installed would
have proved useful. These evaluations should be accompanied by examination o f the
community’s or neighborhood’s demographic trends to tie use with the type o f people
who live near the parks. This data could inform practice and result in changes in park
design and park guidelines.
Park Users
Most o f the studies in this field are incorporating some type of survey to leam
about park users. However, more work is needed to understand both overall physical
activity patterns and facility use among adults and non park users.
Non Park Users
One assumption o f research in this field is that user characteristics are a given.
Little attention has been given to the factors that influence decisions to use parks and
to be physically active in parks. In particular, the research has not devoted much
attention to the characteristics and motivations o f non-park users, both in terms o f
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their overall physical activity levels and their activity levels in parks. In the bigger
picture o f public health and physical activity, more data is needed on non-park users,
their physical activity patterns, and reasons for non-park users. Given findings that
park users are more likely to be active than non-park users, it is important to leam
more about the influences on and motivations of non-park users relative to physical
activity and whether the potential exists to increase their park use. Random household
surveys are useful, but expensive. However, future studies should attempt to identify
sufficient funding to include this type o f survey as part o f the research design.
Incorporating questions about motivations for physical activity and park use into
existing household surveys at both the national and local levels would provide more
data for analysis and use. Many park and recreation agencies, as well as city
governments, regularly conduct citizen surveys to evaluate the use o f and satisfaction
with their services. An organization such as the NRPA could be instrumental in
promoting the use o f these surveys to leam more about motivations and disincentives
for park use, as well as the preferences for activities o f park users.
Cross-disciplinary work with leisure studies could provide more information
on intrinsic motivation for adult physical activity that could also inform this work. At
the same time, more research needs to be done on adult preferences for physical
activity and adult use o f parks to inform both park design and recreational program
practice.
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Adult Park Users

This study o f neighborhood parks illuminated the need for additional research
on adult park users. As discussed earlier, expanding future research to other park
types may provide more data on the activity levels, types and preferences o f adult park
users. In addition, more information is needed on adult activity levels and preferences
to inform park design, especially in the area o f emerging trends and research. For
example, disc golf is an activity which is growing in popularity among adults, but little
is known about those who engage in this sport, and the potential for growth by
attracting new players.
Location, proximity and dogs facilities are park characteristics that appear to
promote walking among adults. The findings from this study that taking dogs to
neighborhood parks promotes walking and frequent park use suggest that this is a
fruitful area for future research. A small but growing number o f studies are
examining the relationship between dog ownership and adult activity levels, but more
work is needed.
Walking is a popular form o f physical activity among adults in the U.S. and
many studies have examined trail and pathway characteristics and use. However,
these studies have done as much work on trails and pathways within parks. As part of
research on additional park types, it would be worthwhile to examine how pathway
and trails systems are used within parks, and also to connect parks into system-wide
destinations for walking.
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Research to Practice
In their five-phase framework, (Sallis, Owen and Fotheringham (2000) discuss
the need to translate research into practice. The experience o f talking with park and
recreation practitioners as part o f this study indicates that there is still a large gap
between the current research on parks and active living and the practice o f park design
and management that needs to be bridged. This is especially important when viewed
in light o f the power of policy and regulations to influence park location, size, design
and amenities, and the fact that park and recreation practitioners are the decision
makers regarding park facilities, maintenance and recreation programming. Most
practitioners are more concerned about funding operations and keeping the swimming
pool open than examining current research.
At the same time, the scholarly research is narrowly focused on documenting
park and user characteristics and activity levels and types within parks. Little effort
has been made to communicate the results to the practice community or attempt to
incorporate the findings o f these studies into policies, guidelines or design. Research
should include practitioners in research design to ensure the studies and results are
relevant to park planning and design. In addition, it will be important to forge stronger
relationships with the professional associations at the national and local levels to share
knowledge in both directions through participation in conferences, publishing articles
and study results, and collaborating on future research.
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Final Thoughts
Parks are a critical element o f a community that have the capacity to support
and encourage regular physical activity to improve health outcomes. They are
essential building blocks o f the community, part o f its fabric and infrastructure that
have the capacity to provide organization and structure to the physical design. The
parks will be long-standing features o f a development, which means the decisions that
are made today will affect their use for generations to come. While physical activity is
but one o f several purposes that parks serve in our communities, it has assumed
greater importance as Americans’ lives have become more sedentary. While activity
is only one element o f health, and parks are one o f many venues for physical activity,
well-designed parks have the potential to enhance health by providing places where
both adults and children can be active.
This study has provided a small but important contribution to the emerging
field o f parks and active recreation. It has documented the features, uses, activity
levels and motivations for neighborhood park use in recently-developed communities,
developed an expanded framework for future study in this field, and forwarded a
research agenda to inform the practice o f park and recreation planning and
management as well as the ongoing scholarly study in this field.
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Bedimo-Rung Assessment Tool

Administrative

Park Name

Date of Observation

00-0-01

00-0-04

Observer Initials
00-0-06

PLEASE CIRCLE THE ONE BEST ANSWER

00-0-07 What is the temperature today?

1. 50’s or below
2. 60’s
3.70’s
4. 80’s
5. 90’s or above
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_ /_ _ /2 0 0 5

00-0-08 What is the weather today?

1. Sunny
2. Partly Sunny/Partly Cloudy
3. Overcast
4. Rainy
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Overall Park

(Answer once all Target Areas and Activity Areas have been
completed)

01-A-01 W hat activity areas are in the park? (circle all that apply)

1. Tennis Courts
2. Basketball Courts
3. Other Courts (specify)________________________________
4. Baseball Fields
5. Football Fields
6. Soccer Fields
7. Other Fields (specify)________________________________
8. Paths
9. Playgrounds
10. Green Spaces
11. Golf Courses
12. Swimming Pools
13. Zoo
14. Botanical Gardens
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15.

Stables

98. Other (specify)

01-A-02 Based on what you saw today, how attractive is the park as a whole?

1. Very Unattractive
2. Somewhat Unattractive
3. Neutral
4. Somewhat Attractive
5. Very Attractive

01-A-03 Can the entire park be locked? (If the park is clearly not lockable, i.e. there
is no fence or gate surrounding the entire park, mark “no”. Note that an actual
padlock does not have to be present for the park to be lockable.)

0. No
1. Yes

01-A-04 Are there any signs specifying hours of operation for the entire park?

0. No
1. Yes

255

01-A-06 Are there any signs specifying whether dogs are allowed in the park?

0. No signs specifying whether dogs are allowed in the park
1. Signs say dogs ARE allowed
2. Signs say dogs are NOT allowed

01-A-07 Are there any signs specifying that dogs are required to be on a leash?

0. No signs specifying that dogs must be on a leash
1. Signs say dogs must be ON a leash
2. Signs say dogs may be OFF leash

01-A-08 Are there any signs specifying that dog owners must dispose of pet
droppings?

0. No signs specifying that dog owners must dispose of pet droppings
1. Signs say dog owners must dispose of pet droppings
2. Signs say dog owners not required to dispose
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Target Area

Target Area Number

Observer Initials

02-0-01

00-0-06

Start Time*

Date of Observation

02-0-03

00-0-04

Able to access the TA? f not, answer the questions in this

1 = Yes

section as best you can by observing from outside the TA.

0 = No

02-0-05

*The start time should be recorded when you first begin the observation of the TA, and the
finish time should be recorded on the last sheet after all the TA and associated Activity Area
and Street questions have been answered.

02-A-01 Can the entire TA be locked? (If the Target Area is clearly not lockable (i.e. there is
no fence or gate), mark “no.” Note that an actual padlock does not have to be present for the
TA to be lockable. Do not consider any buildings or restrooms in your assessment.)
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0. No
1. Yes

02-A-02 Are there any light sources in the TA? (Hint: Locate any lights on the map first,
then determine if they are intended for illuminating the parking area. Do not count flood
lights located on sports fields or courts.)
0. No
1. Yes
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Target Area - Esthetics and Condition

02-B-01 Rate the appeal of the view from within the TA. (Stand somewhere central in
the TA and look around. Base your rating on everything you can see, even if you see
things not within the TA.)

1. Very Unpleasant
2. Somewhat Unpleasant
3. Neutral
4. Somewhat Pleasant
5. Very Pleasant

02-B-02 How attractive is the landscaping in the TA?

1. Very Unattractive
2. Somewhat Unattractive
3. Neutral
4. Somewhat Attractive
5. Very Attractive
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02-B-04 Rate the condition of the landscaping in the TA.

1. Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent

02-B-06 W hat are the sources of shade in the Target Area? (circle all that apply)

1. T rees
2. Buildings
3. Shelters
98. Other (specify)_______________________________________

02-B-07 W hat sounds do you hear in the Target Area? (circle all that apply)

1. Water

2. Birds
3. Traffic
4. Construction/Maintenance Noise
5. Voices
6. Music
98. Other (specify)____________________________

02-B-08 Rate the appeal of the sounds that you hear.

1. Very Unpleasant

2. Somewhat Unpleasant

3. Neutral
4. Somewhat Pleasant
5. Very Pleasant

02-B-09 Rate the appeal of the smells in the TA.

1. Very Unpleasant
2. Somewhat Unpleasant

3. Neutral
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4. Somewhat Pleasant
5. Very Pleasant

02-B-10 How much litter is present in the TA? (Litter consists of small trash, not in a
can, that can be picked up by an individual. Rate without looking inside trash cans.)

1. None
2. Very Little
3. Some
4. A Moderate Amount
5. A Lot

02-B-11 How much trash is present in the TA? (Trash consists of large items that take
an organized effort to dispose of. Rate without looking inside the trash cans.)

1. None
2. Very Little
3. Some
4. A Moderate Amount
5. A Lot
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02-B-12 How much “risky” litter is visible in the TA? (Look inside the trash cans and
look on the ground. Risky means anything that indicates risky behavior took place i.e. alcohol containers, condoms, drugs, drug supplies, small Ziplocs, broken glass,
etc.)

1. None
2. Very Little
3. Some
4. A Moderate Amount
5. A Lot

02-B-14 Using the map, locate all of the trash cans in the TA. Are any trash cans in
the Target Area overflowing? If you see trash cans that are not on the map, please
make a note of this and answer for them as well.

0. No
1. Yes
96. No trash cans on map or in TA

02-B-15 How much graffiti is visible in the Target Area? (Graffiti is any unauthorized
writing or drawing on a public surface.)

1. None
2. Very Little
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3. Some
4. A Moderate Amount
5. A Lot

Target Area - Benches

02-C-02 Using the map, locate all of the benches in the TA, and rate the general
condition of all the benches. (Do not include benches that are part of picnic tables.)
If you see benches that are not on the map, please make a note of this and rate them
as well.

1. Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent
96. No benches on the map or in the TA.

Target Area - Bike Racks
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02-D-02 Using the map, locate all the bike racks in the TA. How many bike racks are
functional? (Functional is defined as “you would lock your, bike to it.”) If you see bike
racks that are not on the map, please make a note of this and rate them as well.

0. None
1. Some
2. All
96. No bike racks in TA

Target Area -S helters

02-E-02 Using the map, locate all the shelters in the TA. (Shelters are structures with
a roof and fewer than four walls. They include gazebos.) W hat is located under the
shelters? If you see shelters that are not on the map, please make a note of this and
assess them as well. (Circle all that apply)

0. Nothing
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1. Picnic Tables
2. Restroom
3. Grills
4. Drinking Fountain
5. Benches
96. No shelters in TA
98. Other (specify) _

02-E-03 Rate the general condition of the shelters in the TA.

1. Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent
96. No shelters in TA
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02-E-04 Are there any signs indicating a reservation policy?

0. No signs specifying a reservations policy
1. Signs say reservations ARE required to use the shelters
2. Signs say reservations are NOT required to use the shelters
96. No shelters in TA

02-E-05 Are there any signs specifying that fees are required to reserve the shelters?

0. No signs specifying a fee policy
1. Signs say fees ARE required to use/reserve the shelter
2. Signs say fees are NOT required to use/reserve the shelter
96. No shelters in TA

Target Area - Restrooms

02-F-02 Using the map, locate all the restrooms in the TA. How many of the
restrooms are gender-labeled? If you see restrooms that are not on the map, please
make a note of this and assess them as well.

0. None
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1. Some
2. All
96. No restrooms in TA

02-F-03 How many of the restrooms are unlocked?

0. None
1. Some

2. All
96. No restrooms in TA

02-F-04 Rate the general functionality of all the toilets in the restroom. (Only go into
the restroom for your gender.)

1. None of the toilets flush
2. Some have problems flushing or are under repair
3. They ail flush
4. Toilets are non-flushable
96. No restrooms in TA
97. Unable to assess (RR locked)

268

02-F-05 Rate the general functionality of all the sinks in the restroom.

0. No sinks
1. None of the sinks work
2. Some sinks have problems or are under repair
3. All of the sinks work
96. No restrooms in TA
97. Unable to assess (RR locked)

02-F-06 Rate the general cleanliness of the restrooms.

1.Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent
96. No restrooms in TA
97. Unable to assess (RR locked)

02-F-06_5 Rate the overall condition of the restrooms. (Look at whether toilet seats
are broken, paint or ceramic is chipped, missing toilet seats, handles, doors, broken
or missing soap dispensers, etc.)

1. Poor
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2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent
96. No restrooms in TA
97. Unable to assess (RR locked)

02-F-07 Circle all the amenities present in the restroom (circle all that apply):

1. Soap
2. Paper towels/cloth towels/hand dryers
3. Mirror
4. Toilet Paper
5. None of the above
96. No restrooms in TA
97. Unable to assess (RR locked)
98. Other (specify)____________________ ________________________
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02-F-08 Rate the amount of graffiti in the restrooms.

1. Contain no graffiti
2. Contain very little graffiti
3. Contain some graffiti
4. Contain a moderate amount of graffiti
5. Contain a lot of graffiti
96. No restrooms in TA
97. Unable to assess (RR locked)

Target Area - C oncession Stands

02-G-02 Using the map, locate all the concession stands in the TA. (A concession
stand is anything that sells food/drink or rents equipment.) W hat can you buy at the
concession stand? If you see a concession stand that is not on the map, please
make a note of this and assess it as well. (Circle all that apply)

0. Nothing
1. Drink
2. Food
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96. No concession stands in TA
97. Unable to assess (concession stand not open)
98. Other (specify)_______________________________________

02-G-03 W hat types of equipment are available for rent? (circle all that apply)

0. Nothing
1. Boats
2. Bikes
3. Rackets
4. Skates

5. Lockers
96. No concession stands in TA
97. Unable to assess (concession stand not open)
98. Other (specify)_______________________________________

02-G-04 Is there a sign specifying the hours of operation for the concession stand?

0. No
1. Yes

96. No concession stands in TA
97. Unable to assess (concession stand not open)

Target Area - Drinking Fountains

02-I-02 Using the map, locate all of the drinking fountains in the TA. Rate the
functionality of the drinking fountains. (A drinking fountain is functional if water comes
out in an adequate stream for drinking.) If you see drinking fountains that are not on
the map, please make a note of this and rate them as well.

1. None of the drinking fountains are functional
2. Most are non-functional
3. About half are functional, half non-functional
4. Most are functional
5. They are all functional
96. No drinking fountains on the map or in the TA (go to next section)
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97. Unable to assess

02-1-03 Rate the general cleanliness of the drinking fountains.

1. Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent
96. No drinking fountains in TA
97. Unable to assess

Target Area - Picnic Tables

02-J-02 Using the map, locate all the picnic tables in the TA. Rate the general
condition of all the picnic tables in the TA. If you see picnic tables that are not on the
map, please make a note of this and assess them as well.

1. Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent
96. No picnic tables in TA

02-J-03 Rate the general cleanliness of the picnic tables in the TA.

1. Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent
96. No picnic tables in TA

Target Area - Water Features
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02-K-02 Using the map, locate all the water features in the TA. (If a natural large
body of water borders the TA and is in prominent view, it may be included here.)
What type of water feature is it? If you see a water features that is not on the map,
please make a note of it and assess it as well.

1. Pond/Lagoon (with or without a fountain in it)
2. Lake
3. River
4. Stream/Creek
5. Falls
6. Built Fountain
96. No water features in TA
98. Other (specify)_______________________________________
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02-K-03 Are there any signs specifying that boating is allowed?

0. No signs specifying that boating is allowed
1. Signs say boating IS allowed

2. Signs say boating is NOT allowed
96. No water features in TA

02-K-04 Are there any signs specifying that swimming is allowed?

0. No signs specifying that swimming is allowed
1. Signs say swimming IS allowed

2. Signs say swimming is NOT allowed
96. No water features in TA

02-K-05 Are there any signs specifying that fishing is allowed?

0. No signs specifying that fishing is allowed

1. Signs say fishing IS allowed
2. Signs say fishing is NOT allowed
96. No water features in TA
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Target Area - Art/Monuments

02-L-02 Using the map, locate all the art or monuments on the TA. (Note: Decorative
fountains should only be counted under “water features.”) Rate the general condition
of the art/monuments in the TA. If you see art or monuments that are not on the map,
please make a note of this and assess them as well.

1. Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent
96. No art/monuments in TA
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Target Area - Parking Areas

02-M-02 Using the map, locate all the parking areas in the TA. (May be either a lot or
informal space. Do not include “on-street” parking.) How many total spaces are
available in the Target Area?

1.

<

10

2 . 10-20
3. 20+
96. No parking areas in TA

02-M-03 Is there a lighting source for the parking area? (Light must be specifically for
the parking area.) (Hint: locate any lights on the map first, then determine if they are
intended for illuminating the parking area).

0. No
1. Yes
96. No parking areas in TA
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Target Area - Park Staff

02-N-01 While you were in the TA, did you see any uniformed park workers or police
officers (maintenance workers, park security guards, etc.)?

0. No
1. Yes
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Street Questions

TA # Associated with Street

Observer Initials

03-0-01

00-0-06

Street Name/ID

Date of Observation

03-0-03

00-0-04

03-A-01 What type of street is it?

1. Borders the Park
2. Crosses the Park
3. Within the Park

03-A-02 How many lanes does the street have? (A lane can go only in one direction; a road
with one lane of traffic in each direction would have 2 lanes.)

1. 1 lane
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2. 2 - 3 lanes
3 . 4 - 5 lanes
4. 6 or more lanes

03-A-03 What traffic signals are present on the street? (circle all that apply) (Look on both
sides of the street)

0. Nothing
1. Crosswalks
2. Flashing Lights
3. Stop Sign
4. Traffic Light
5. Speed Bumps
98. Other (specify)
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03-A-04 What is the traffic volume of the street? (Pick one spot on themap and
using the second hand of your watch, count the number of vehicles thatgo by in one
minute in either direction.)

1. Five cars or fewer per minute
2. Six cars or more per minute

03-A-05 Is there a sign specifying the speed limit on the street? If so, note speed
limit. (Look on both sides of the street.)

0. No, there is no sign
1. Yes, there is a regular speed limit sign (specify lim it___________ )
2. Yes, there is a school speed limit sign (specify lim it____________ )

03-A-06 Are there any sidewalks along the street?

0. No
1. Yes, on one side only
2. Yes, on both sides of the street

03-A-07 Rate the condition of the sidewalks.

1. Poor
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2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent
96. No Sidewalks
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Court Questions

TA # Associated with Court

Observer Initials

03-0-04

00-0-06

Court ID

Date of Observation

03-0-05

00-0-04

Able to access Court? If not, answer the questions in this section

1 = Yes

as best you can by observing from outside the court.

0 = No

03-0-06

03-B-01 Is the court outdoor or indoor?

1. Outdoor, uncovered
2. Outdoor, covered
3. Indoor

03-B-02 W hat structures are present on these courts? (circle all that apply)
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1. Tennis Court Net
2. Tennis Court Standards (posts that hold up net)
3. Tennis Practice Wall
4. Basketball Backboard
5. Basketball Hoop
6. Volleyball Net
7. Volleyball Standards
8. Bleacher Seating (do not include individual benches, which are accounted for in
the TA form)
9. Other Nets
10. Other Standards
98. Other (specify)_______________________________________

03-B-03 What is the intended use of this court area? (Circle all that apply)

1. Tennis
2. Basketball
3. Volleyball
4. Handball
5. Multi-Purpose
98. Other (specify)______________________________________

03-B-04 How many games can be played simultaneously on these courts?
(Generally, one basketball, tennis, or volleyball net indicates that 1 game can be
played, 2 nets equals 2 games, and so on.)

98. Specify____________________________________________

03-B-05 Rate the condition of the surface of the courts (evenness, smoothness,
cracks, drainage, trip hazards, etc.)

1. Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent
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03-B-06 Are the painted markings on the courts clearly visible?

0. No
1. Yes

03-B-07 How much of the structures appear broken or missing on the courts?

1. None
2. Very Little
3. Some
4. A Moderate Amount
5. A Lot

03-B-08 Are there any flood lights on the court? (Hint: locate any lights on the map
first, then determine if they are intended for illuminating the court)

0. No
1. Yes

03-B-09 Can the court area be locked? (This would require a fence with a gate that
could prevent people from entering. An actual padlock is not necessary.)

0. No
1.Yes

03-B-10 Is there a sign specifying a fee to use the courts?

0. No signs specifying that there is a fee to use the courts
1. Signs say fee IS required to use courts
2. Signs say fee is NOT required to use courts

03-B-11 Is there a sign saying reservations are required to use the courts?

0. No signs specifying that reservations are required to use the courts
1. Signs say reservations ARE required to use the courts
2. Signs say reservations are NOT required to use the courts

03-B-12 Is there a sign specifying hours of operation for the courts?

0. No
1. Yes
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03-B-13 Is there a sign specifying rules for use of courts?

0. No
1. Yes
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Green Space Questions

TA # Associated with Green Space

Observer Initials

03-0-07

00-0-06

Green Space ID

Date of Observation

03-0-08

00-0-04

Able to access Green Space? If not, answer the questions in this section as

1=

best you can by observing from outside the green space.

Yes

03-0-09

0=
No

03-C-01 Describe the surface area of the Green Space.

1. Mostly Grass
2. Mostly Dirt
98. Other (specify)__________________________
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03-C-02 Rate the condition of the surface of the Green Space. (Consider things such as length
of grass, drainage, ant hills, pet waste, etc.)

1. Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent
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Path Questions

TA # Associated with Path

Observer Initials

03-0-10

00-0-06

Path ID

Date of Observation

03-0-11

00-0-04

Able to access Path? If not, answer the questions in this section as best you

1=

can by observing from outside the path.

Yes

03-0-012

0=
No

03-D-01 Measure the width of the path or path segment. (Use tape measure; if the
width varies, measure at the most predominant width).

1. < 2 feet ( < 0.6 meters)
2 . 2 - 5 feet (0.6 - 1.5 meters)
3. 5 feet or more (1.5 meters or more)
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03-D-02 What is the slope of the path or path segment? (If slope varies within TA,
select the most predominant slope).

1. Flat or Gentle
2. Moderate
3. Steep

03-D-03 W hat is the surface of the path or path segment made of? (If surface varies
within TA, select the most predominant surface.)

1. Smooth (e.g. Asphalt, Concrete, Wood Planks)
2. Particulate (e.g. Gravel, Sand, Cinders, Wood Chips)
3. Dirt
4. Grass
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03-D-04 Rate the overall condition of the surface of the path or path segment. (Look
for evenness, smoothness, etc.)

1. Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent

03-D-05 Is there any indication that the path or path segment is divided for different
uses?

0. No
1. Yes

03-D-06 Does vehicular traffic cross or intersect the path or path segment?

0. No
1. Yes

03-D-08 Is the path contained entirely within the Target Area or does it continue
across other TAs?
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1. Contained entirely within the TA
2. Continues into another TA
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Playground Questions

T A # Associated with Playground

Observer Initials

03-0-13

00-0-06

Playground ID

Date of Observation

03-0-14

00-0-04

Able to access Playground? If not, answer the questions in this

1 = Yes

section as best you can by observing from outside the path.

0 = No

03-0-15

03-E-01 What type of playground equipment is present? (circle all that apply)

1. Swing Set
2. Slide
3. C lim b in g A pparatus

4. Merry-Go-Round
5. See-Saw
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6. Spring Rocker
7. Marked Blacktop Games (e.g. hopscotch, 4-square, etc.)
98. Other (specify)________ __________________________

03-E-02 What type of surfacing is under the play equipment? (Circle one; if multiple surfaces
are present, select the lowest number on the list below).

1. Hard (asphalt or concrete)
2. Grass, Turf, Soil
3. Loose Fill (shredded mulch, wood chips, fine sand, shredded tires, etc.)
4. Rubber Tiles or Unitary Synthetic Surface

03-E-03 If surfacing is a loose material, how deep is it? (Use a ruler to measure the depth in an
average-looking spot)

0. Surfacing is not a loose material
1. Greater than or equal to 9 inches (23 cm.)
2. Less than 9 inches (23 cm.)

03-E-04 Rate the condition of the overall playground surfaces (consider consistent depth, wear
and tear, p resen ce o f ro o ts, ro ck s, and other environm ental hazards, etc.)

1. Poor
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2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent

03-E-05 How much deterioration or corrosion is evident overall on the play equipment? (e.g.
chipped paint on equipment surfaces, rusted pieces, exposed hard surfaces)

1. None
2. Very Little
3. Some
4. A Moderate Amount
5. A Lot

03-E-06 On average, how much appears broken or missing on the play equipment?

1. None
2. Very Little
3. Some
4. A Moderate Amount
5. A Lot

03-E-07a Are there any places at all over 6 feet high (>1.8 m)? (Check the highest point
and use a tape measure.)
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0. No (highest point is 6 ft (1.8 m) or less)
1. Yes (highest point is taller than 6 ft (1.8 m)

03-E-07b Are there any places designed fora child to stand on over 6 feet high (>1.8
m)? (Count platforms, tops of slides, ladder rungs, etc., and use a tape measure.)

0. No (highest point is 6 ft (1.8 m) or less)
1. Yes (highest point is taller than 6 ft (1.8 m)

03-E-08 Is the playground equipment surrounded by a fence that could be locked or
keep people out?

0. No
1. Yes

03-E-12 Are there signs specifying rules or guidance for use of the playground?

0. No
1. Yes

03-E-13 Are there any signs specifying age or weight suggestions for use of the
playground?
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0. No
1. Yes (specify)

Sports Field Questions

TA # Associated with Sports Field

Observer Initials

03-0-16

00-0-06

Sports Field ID

Date of Observation

03-0-14

00-0-04

Able to access Sports Field? If not, answer the questions in this

1 = Yes

section as best you can by observing from outside the sports

0 = No

field.
03-0-18

03-F-01 What structures are present on this field? (circle all that apply)

1. Football Goal Posts
2. Soccer Goal Posts
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3. Backstop (Fence Around Home Plate)
4. Dugouts
5. Seating (e.g. uncovered bleachers)
6. Batting Cage/Warm Up Area
7. Scoreboard
8. Stadium (e.g. covered seating w/other facilities in a building-like structure)
9. No Structures Present
98. Other (specify)___________________________________
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03-F-02 What is the intended use of this field? (circle all that apply)

1. Football
2. Soccer
3. Baseball/Softball
4. Multi-Purpose
5. Cannot Tell
98. Other (specify)___________________________________

03-F-03 Rate the condition of the field. (Consider evenness of the surface, length of grass,
bare patches, holes, roots, large rocks, poor drainage, etc.)

1. Poor
2. Below Average
3. Average
4. Above Average
5. Excellent

03-F-04 Flow much equipment appears broken or missing on the field?

1. None
2. Very Little
3. Some
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4. A Moderate Amount
5. A Lot

03-F-05 Are there any flood lights on the field? (Hint: Locate any lights on the map first, then
determine if they are intended for illuminating the field.)

0. No
1. Y es

03-F-06 Can the sports field be locked? (This would require a fence with a gate that could
prevent people from entering. The presence of an actual lock is not necessary.)

0. No
1. Yes

03-F-07 Are there signs specifying rules for use of the sports field?

0. No
1. Y es

03-F-08 Are there signs specifying that reservations are required to use the field?
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0. No signs specifying that reservations are required to use the field
1. Signs say reservations ARE required to use the field
2. Signs say reservations are NOT required to use the field

03-F-09 Are there signs specifying that there is a fee to use the field?

0. No signs specifying that there is a fee to use the field
1. Signs say fee IS required to use field
2. Signs say fee is NOT required to use field

DO NOT FORGET TO COMPLETE THIS SECTION!!!

After you have completed observation of the TA and its related Activity Areas,
complete the rest of the table below with the numbers of forms for this TA.

Number of forms associated with this TA
Form Type

# of Forms
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Street Forms
02-0-06
Court Forms
02-0-07
Green Space Forms
02-0-08
Path Forms
02-0-09
Playground Forms
02-0-10
Sports Field Forms
02-0-11

Finish tim e *

02-0-04

*The start time should be recorded when you first begin the observation of the
TA, and the finish time should be recorded after all the TA and associated
Activity Area and Street questions have been answered.
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Recreation Facility Evaluation Tool

Name of Facility:_____________________________Date of Review:____________
Location:___________________________

Reviewedby(initials):___________

Place a check mark beside the items below found at/adjacent to this recreation
site.
Park (size)
acres
Playground Equipment
Swimming Pool
Sports Field(s) #___ ^
Recreation Center
Basketball Court(s)
Walking/Biking Trail
Tennis Court(s)
Other:

GENERAL QUESTIONS For the Entire Facility
Are restroom facilities accessible?
Number of restroom facilities accessible:
If so, are the restroom facilities clean?
Are drinking fountains available?
Number of drinking fountains available:

PARKS
Safety
Is the park of adequate size and space for its intended purpose?
Is the park free of any detectable safety hazards?
Is the park free of any detectable safety hazards?
Attractiveness
Is the park clean and free of litter, debris, graffiti, etc.?
Does the park equipment appear to be well maintained and in good condition?
Does the park landscape appear to be well maintained and in good condition?
Does the park have landscape features that make it a more enjoyable place to be? (variety of trees,
flowers, plants, some grassy areas, some shaded areas)
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PLAYGROUNDS
Safety
Is there adequate fill under the equipment?
Fill should be 12-inches deep and extend six feet in all directions
Slides should be no taller than 10-feet.
For slides taller than 4-feet, fill should extend 4-feet beyond the height of the slide.
(Ex. A 7-foot slide should have fill extending out 11-feet in all directions.)
For
Are
Are
Are

swingsets:
there no more than 2 swings per bay area?
the swings at least 24” apart?
the swings at least 30” from side supports?

Condition
Is the playground area free of litter or dangerous debris?
(Broken glass, sharp objects, chemicals, etc.)
Is the equipment free of damage (Is not broken or missing any parts)?
Is the playground equipment free of any protruding bolts, screws, nails, or fixtures?

SPORTS FIELDS
Football Fields
Number of football fields at this location:
Does the field appear level?
Is the field adequately maintained (mowed, watered, etc.)?
The field is free of places where the turf appears thin or worn?
There is no evidence of puddles or muddy areas in the field following a rain?
Are the yardage lines and goal lines clearly marked?
Are there goal posts at each end of the field?
Is the field lighted?
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Sage Site Audit Assessment Form

SAGE SITE AUDIT ASSESSMENT FORM
FILL OUT T H IS SECTION FIRST
Assessor name: D a te :________
Time:
Site name: Address
____________________
Nearest cross streets:_____________________
and____________________
Transit access Yes N o (circle one)
W eb or Field assessment (circle one)_______

ISART A - FACILITIES AND AMENITIES
1.

What facilities or services are available at the site?
(color all that apply)

Racquetball court(s)
1
Handball court(s) <^SD1

Restaurant / cafe ViO1
Retail

1

Volleyball court(s) <^§Dl

Benches
Shade Canopy

Baseball field(s)

1

Trash cans

Softball field(s) <^Dl

1

Water fountains <^Dl
Toilets / restrooms

1

Showers <^Dl
BBQ equipment <<2D1
Signs sgD l
Fencing

1

Dog park

1

Meeting rooms / community hall
Theater or Amphitheater

1

1

1

1

Football fields

1

Roller-hockey rink

1

Recreation center / gym

1

Physical fitness

1

Bicycle facilities

1

Skateboard facilities

1

Climbing wall

1

Equestrian trail

1

Nature center

1

Interpretive signage (ecology)
1
Interpretive signage (culture/history)

Child care facility 'C© 1
School

Soccer field(s)

Walk / jog / cycle / skate trail s-SD 1

Clubhouse 'iSD 1

Senior center

1

1

Lighting (active recreation areas)

Cultural facilities <^2D1

<^Di
Historical buildings

Lighting (passive recreation areas)

1

<^Dl
M useum

Lighting (parking lot)

1

Monuments/Statues

1

Gymnastics/Par Course '(20 1

1
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Community gardens rAlD 1

Equipment rentals ASD1

Rose, ornamental, botanical gardens A ® 1

G olf course

Parking ASDl

Beach <^Dl
Marina A iD l

Amusements (Ferris wheel etc) AiDl
W ater feature / pond / lake

1

Swimming pool Asf31
Play equipment

1

Pier

1

Boardwalk

1

Other

1

<^Di
Basketball court(s) AlD 1

None <^Do

Tennis court(s) AiDl
L a st nam e

D ate

P a rk

am /

pm

ART B - LANDSCAPE FEATURES
2.

List all landscape features that exist within the site.
(color all that apply)

Woodland or forest A H 1 Sand dunes AlD 1 Chaparral or coastal sage scrub A © 1 Lawn A lD 1
Grassland ACT
Shade trees <^§Dl Hills AiDl Other natural feature______________ <^|Dl
Canyons or gullies AiDl Powerlines or towers AiDo Wetlands A O 1 Stormdrains A D o Lakes or
reservoirs A D l Culverts or drainage ditches A D o Rivers, streams or creeks 'Ait'11 Retention basin
or swale ADO Coastal waters A D 1 Missing A D o Beaches A D 1
1
2

Are there sycamores or oaks? Yes ADi or No A A Missing.
Estimated proportion of surface paved?

None AD 4 Little <d£b Some AD 2 M ost ADi All ADo Missing.
5. Estimated proportion of non-paved site area that is irrigated?

None AD4 Little A A Some AD 2 Most
All sSDo Missing.
6. Proportion of site dedicated to organized recreation?

None A A Little

1
2
3
4
5
6

Some AD 2 Most AD i A ll. o Missing.

Is there litter present? Yes ALo or No ALi Missing,
Is there graffiti present? Yes -AtJo or No A - i Missing.
Can you hear freeway noise? Yes AL oor No AD i Missing.
Is there overgrown vegetation? Yes ADo or No A b Missing.
Are there information signs? Yes A ) i or No ADo Missing.
Condition of the signs?
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Very poor -f£-'n Poor

1 Average < £ © 2

Good A© 3 Excellent <^©4 Missing.

13. C ondition of facilities / in fra stru c tu re ?
Very poor <^Do Poor <g£>i Average ^ D 2 Good

Excellent

< ^4

Missing.

14. C ondition of orn am en tal landscaping?
Very poor <l!Jo Poor A© 1 Average vafG Good ^ 0 3 Excellent <:'Ck Missing.
15. O verall m aintenance quality?
Very poor ^Do Poor AO 1 Average

^ 2

Good

Excellent ^ 4 0 Missing.

L a st nam e_____________________________P a r k ______________
pm

D ate

am /

BHflraHfTOi
16. A re th ere em ergency telephones?

Yes

<^sCu

17. Is th ere security on site? (e.g. police, ra n g e r etc)
18. Is th ere staff on site (e.g., recreation staff, p a rk
supervisors)?
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No <^Do

Missing.

No

Missing.

or

Yes
or

^ 0

Yes
or

No ^SDo

Missing.

Quality o f Public Open Space Tool
QUALITY OF PUBLIC OPEN SPACE TOOL (P.O.S.T.)
12 )

Estimate the percentage of the POS occupied by the water
(tick one)

1)
2}

Reference Number
Address

C U d C H lZ IC IIC IlC IIC Il

________________________________________________

13)
3)

Area (hectares)

4)

Postcode

5)

G eocode

Up to 25%

CI1

26% 3 up to 50%

02

51%-75%

D3

More than 75%

04

(a) Are there other aesthetic features in the POS?
Yes □ 1

(b) Which of the following features are present? (tick a ll relevant)
S tatues
X

y

6)

D

D

D

. □

□

□

□

□

□

Year of Establishment of P O S : _________________________

8)

CM

Sculptures

D1

Ducks/Swans

CM

Bridge

Cl1

Rocks

CM

O ther_________________ _____

D1

Are there trees in this POS?

15)

Estimate the approximate number of trees present (ffck one)

Yes □ t

Type of usage (tickaitretevanf)

D1

Gazebos/Rotunda

14)

Activities
7)

No □ 2 (Go to Q14)

No □ 2 tG o to Q 1 8 )

Active-formal

Dt

1 - 5 0 trees

D1

Active-informal

C11

5 0 - 1 0 0 trees

02

Passive only

G 1 (go to 09 )

More than 100 trees

03

For what type of activities is th e space designed? (tick a ll relevant)

16)

W here are the trees placed? (tick allrefevant)

Tennis (grass/hard courts)

ni

Perimeter all sides

CM

Soccer

□i

Perimeter some sides

01

Football

m

Along walking paths

01

Netball (grass/hard courts)

□1

Random placement throughout

01

Cricket

□1

O ther______________________ „

CM

Baseball

□1

Walking (only if paths)

□1

17).

Are there gardens in this POS?

Cycling
Basketball/Netball Hoops

□1
□1
ni

18)'

Hockey

□1

(a) Are there, walking paths or cycleways within or around
the POS? (tick a ll relevant)

Fitness Circuit

Yes □ 1

No D 2

Athletics

□1

Walking path/s

Rugby

□i

Designated dual-use path/s

CM

Children's playground

□1
□1

None

□KGotoG2<5J

Other

D1

(b) S hade along paths (t'ckone)
Very good (canopies ofmany treesiouch)

Environmental Quality
9)

Is the POS on th e beach/river foreshore?
Yes □ 1

10)

02

Medium (canopies dohttouch but trees close together)

03

Po0.r (canopies of trees don't touch and trees spread apart) CI4
Very poor (little.or no shade)

No Q 2

□5

Are there water features within the POS?
19}
Yes □ 1

11)

CM

Good, (canopies of some trees touch)

No □

2

(Go to Q13)

Type ofw ater feature (tick-allrelevant)
Lake

D1

Pond

D1

W ater Fountain

G1

Stream

01

Describe the placement of paths within the POS (tick a ll relevant)
Perimeter, all sides

Ol

Perimeter, some sides

□1

Diagonal

□1

Radial

□1

Path around waterA/isuai feature
O ther________________________

O th e r_________ __________________ □ □
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□1

. CM

20)

Yes D 1
21)

22)

23)

31)

is there evidence that the grass is watered?
No G 2

No

Yes □ !
32)

Are dogs allowed? (tick a ll relevant)

(a) Are there parking facilities serving the POS?

D1

Yas, on leash at certain times

D1

Yes, no leash specified

CD1

Not allowed

D 1 (g o to Q23)

0-20

Not specified

D 1 (go to 023}

21-50

02

More than 50

D3

Y es O i

No

(b) Estimate the number of bays (tick one only)
D1

Restricted from som e areas

□ t

Allowed all areas

□2

Not specified

□3

33)

Are there public access toilets?
Yes 0 1

34)

Is graffiti present?

No

7 days per week

Clt

W eekdays only

Cl2

W eekends only

LI3

No

04

Is vandalism evident?
No

□2

35)

Is there ac c e ss to public transport within one block of POS?

No

□2

36)

Is there seating present?
Yes 0 1

37)

Amenities ( th k o m p h fy foreach q u e sjio n )

No

02

( g o to

38)

Q3Q)

02

No

02

No

Q2

No

0 2 (Go to 41)

Are rubbish bins present?
Yes C lt

What items of play equipment are present? {p h a se tick a ll relevant)
Swingte

D1

Slide/s

01

Climbing Equipment

D1

Hanging Bars/Rings

D1

SeeSaw s/Rockers

D1

Bridges/Tunnels

Qi

Activity Panels (eg noughts & crosses)

D1

Cubby House/s

CH1

39)

Are dog litter bags'provided?

40)

In how many locations in POS are dog litter bags present?

41)

Are there tap s or other water sources accessible for dogs?

Yes 0 1

Yes

O ther (specify) _______________________D 1

42)

□□

D1 ’

No 0 2

Are drinking fountains present?
Yes

HI

No 0 2

What is the playground surface? (tick a ll relevant)
Sand

Q1

Grass

D1

Rubber

D1

Gravel or pebbles

D1

Woodchips

CD1

O ther (specify)

I
43)

44)

_ __________________ D1

Is playground shaded? {ticko n e only)

Is there lighting within the POS? (i.e., notjust street lighting)
D1

No D 2 ( G o t o 045)

W here is the lighting located? (Tick a ll relevant)
Around courts, buildings, and equipment 0 1
Along paths

Area 2

Partial cover/shade

□1

□1

Total cover/shade.

□2

□2

No cover/shade

□3

□3

Are barbecues present?
Yes Q1

Safety

Yes

□□

30.)

No

Is children's play equipment present?
Yes D1

29)

02

Are there clubrooms/meeting rooms present?
Y es n i

28)

No

Is there litter throughout the POS?
Yes n i

27)

02

Is there a kiqsktoafe present? (tick-one only)

Yes 0 1

26)

d 2 (Go to Q33)

Is access for dogs: (tick one)

Yes □ !
25)

D2

Yes, on leash at all times

Yes D1
24)

Are picnic tables present?

No
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01

Perimeter alt sides

D1

Perimeter som e'sides

G1

Random throughout POS

Dt

45]

From the centre of the POS, how visible are surrounding roads?
(tick one)

Road/s clearly visible from the centre of the POS

01

Road/s is partly visible from centre of the POS

02

Road/s cannot be se e n from the centre of the POS

45)

(a) From the centre of the POS, how visible are the surrounding houses?
Clear visibility m eans you can clearly see windows, back yards, or front
yards of houses overlooking the park? (tick one)
Road/s cleaily visible from the centre of the POS

D1

R oad/sis partly visible, from centre of the POS

02

Road/s cannot be see n from the centre of the POS

0 3 (go to Q47)

(b) How many of these houses- overlook the park? (tick one)
More than 10'

01

Between 5 and 10

02

Between 1 and 5

CJ3

(c) Is there any area of the POS where you are unable to clearly s e e
surrounding houses?
Yes D1

No

(H2

47}

Arc all roads surrounding the POS minor roads or cul-de-sacs?

48)

a) Does the major road/s have/a zebra crossing to assist access
to the POS?

Yes □ l(G o fo Q 4 9 )

No 0 2

Yes D i

No 0 2

b) Does the major road/s have a pedestrian crossing with signals
to assist access to the POS?
Yes D1

No 0 2

49)
To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following
statem ents regarding this POS? (circle one num ber fo r each Hem)
1 = Strongly Agree (SA)
2 = Agree (A).
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree (Neither)
4 = Disagree (D)
5 = Strongly Disagree (SD)

S.A.

A

Neither

D

S.D

•P .O .S . is interesting for
walking

1

2

3

4

5

•P .O .S is suitable for
casual ball sports

1

2

3

4

5

•P .O .S. i.s suitable for
cycling

1

2

3

4

5

I HAVE CHECKED EACH QUESTION □

© The University of W estern A ustralia. D eveloped b y M elissa B roomhall and
Billie Corti, D epartment o f Public H ealth, T h e University o f W estern Australia.
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Appendix B: Park Observation, Survey and Training Instruments
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Training Guide fo r Field Work

TRAINING GUIDE
A c tiv e R e c r e a tio n in P a r k s :
C o r r e la te s o f P a r k D e s ig n , F a c ilitie s a n d U s e f o r P h y s ic a l A c tiv ity
Introduction
This project is part of a larger research effort that is examining how contemporary park space
is used in three recent development areas in the Portland metropolitan region. Specifically,
the research work is looking at the relationship between park design and facilities and use of
the park for physical activity. The research has three specific aims: (1) describe the features
of new neighborhood parks that support active uses; (2) characterize the activities and levels
of activity of park users; and (3) analyze the correlates of park features and facilities with park
use and physical activity levels. Part of this research involves collecting information about
park use by observing how the parks and their facilities are used, and by interviewing people
using the parks.
The work in this Capstone will focus on two parks at Orenco Station in Hillsboro. Orenco is a
new, mixed-used development located west of Portland on the light rail line. You will be
conducting observations of the park space and interviews with the park users as part of this
Capstone experience. This will familiarize you with some of the typical methods of field data
collection for public space and provide you with field experience.
This training guide is designed to orient you to the observation tool and survey instrument,
provide you with information on how to collect the data, and serve as a reference to answer
questions in the field.

G eneral P rep aratio n
As field data collectors, you are representing both this research project and Portland State
University. This means it is important to present yourself in a professional manner. Since you
will be in the field, comfortable, weather-appropriate clothing is fine, but should not be overly
casual.
When conducting the observations, please be aware that by being in the space you may affect
how the space is used. W e have designated areas for you to occupy while conducting the
observations or while resting to minimize any potential impact on the use of the park. Please
use these designated spaces for the observations.
Conducting surveys requires the consent of the people being interviewed. It is important to
approach people in a way that builds their trust and willingness to participate in the survey. It
is also essential that you read the introductory paragraph each time you approach someone
and gain their consent before proceeding.
Individuals should be surveyed only once during this study. The introduction that you will read
to potential respondents asks if they have already participated in this survey. If they respond
yes, you will end the survey and move on to the next subject.
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O bservation of P ark A ctivities: D escription an d P rotocol
O bservation A reas
O bservations w ill be m ade in designated Target Areas that represent a ll standard locations likely to be
used in the parks. These areas w ill be predeterm in ed and identified f o r observations. A map is
p rovid ed to identify the areas and establish an observation order f o r each park. A dditional target areas
may be a dded by observers on site and documented.

O bserv atio n P rep a ra tio n
Before leaving to conduct observations, prep a re and assem ble observation materials:
sufficient recording form s
watch with secon d hand
clip board (provided)
pencils
student identification
sunscreen, hat, glasses
appropriate clothing
w ater and fo o d
reading m aterial (for down time)
P ortland State University identification
On each day o f work a t each site, plan to arrive a t least 30 minutes before the scheduled start time,
fam iliarize y o u rse lf with the park
locate the target areas and walk through each one
review the sequence f o r observing the target areas
review the time fram es f o r observing the target areas

G eneral In stru c tio n s
•
•
•
•

Use a separate coding form f o r each target area and f o r each observation period.
Com plete the general information in the top section before the sta rt time o f the observation.
I f you are working with another student, check in with them a t the start and the end o fyo u r shift.
Imm ediately follow in g you r shift, send an em ail to ellers(3),pdx.edu and weimnd(a)pdx. edu and le t us
know how yo u r day went, any challenges you encountered or questions that you have, and the
number o f surveys you w ere able to complete.
• I f survey respondents have questions about the survey, give them a copy o f the letter and one o f
Professor D ill’s business cards, and encourage them to contact either person.
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R ecording P ark C onditions

For all recording, p le a s e print n e a tly and legibly!
P ark

Record the park name (refer to master list of parks if necessary)

T a rg e t A rea

Record the number of the target area (refer to map or list). If
necessary add an additional area, describe it, and give it a new
number.

D ate

Enter the date MM/DD/YY e.g. 05/22/06

O bserver

Enter your first and last name.

S ta rt Tim e

Record time you start the observation of this target area using a 24
hour clock. For example, 2:00 pm would be 14:00.

End Time

Record time you end the observation of this target area using a 24
hour clock. For example, 2:00 pm would be 14:00.

C onditions

Check yes or no for each of the categories listed. Descriptions of
each are provided below.
Accessible: Is the area accessible to the public, e.g. not locked,
roped off, or being used for a private event?
Usable: Is the space physically usable, e.g. not excessively wet,
windy, or items placed in the way?
Equipped: Is there any special or non-permanent equipment being
used?
Organized? Are there organized or team sporting events?
Empty: Is the target area empty of people during the entire scan
period?

W eather

Record the weather (e.g. sunny, partly cloudy, overcast, wind, rain)
and general temperature (warm, cool, cold) during the scan period.
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R ecording P ark A ctiv ities
Begin each observation at the designated sta rt time. P lace yo u rse lf a t the designated observation p o in t
shown on the map. O bserve the Target Area by starting a t the left boundary o f the area and begin
recording. Scan from left to right, recording each person and activity.

P erson N um ber

Record the gender, approximate age group, activity level, activity type
and equipment used by each person in the target area, identifying
each individual by number. The ages will be estimates, with
child/teen as those who appear to be under 18, adults as 18 and
over, and seniors as those who appear to be over 60.
Use a separate number and line to record each individual in the scan
area.

G ender

Record the gender of the person as male or female by placing an “X”
in the appropriate box.

A ge/A m bulatory

Record the general age of the person as child/teen, adult or senior by
placing an “X” in the appropriate box. If the person is non
ambulatory, such as in a wheelchair or a stroller, record the person as
NA in the appropriate age column.

A ctivity Level

Record the activity level of the person as
Low Activity: sitting or standing with little movement, laying
on ground
M:
Medium Activity: walking, helping children with play
equipment, such as pushing them on a swing, throwing a ball
or Frisbee for a dog.
High Activity: anything more active than walking, such as
H:
running, bicycling, basketball, children playing on play
equipment, etc.)

Activity Type

Record all activities in which the person is engaged, since people
can be doing more than one thing at once. For example, a person
could be sitting, eating and talking on their cell phone all at the same
time.
Use the codes below and on the coding sheet to record the activity
types. If “other” is marked” please describe the activity.

Equipm ent U sed

Record all equipment or facilities the person is using. If “other” is
marked” please describe the equipment. Also use the “other”
category to record equipment that appears to belong to the park user.
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A ctivity C odes
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

Baseball/softball
Basketball
Bicycle, tricycle or unicycle riding
Electronic device use, such as laptop, gameboy, etc.
Eating (Record as eating if food is present, even if they are not physically eating at the
time of the scan. Also record as eating if they are drinking a beverage.)
Football (any type of football game, formal or informal)
Frisbee
Hackeysack (alone or with a group)
Laying on the ground, such as napping, sunbathing
Martial arts, such as tai chi
Playing on play equipment such as slides, swings, teeter-tooter, climbing apparatus,
etc.
Playing playground games (hopscotch, foursquare, etc.)
Playing informal active games such as tag, chasing others
Playing fetch or games with a dog
Reading
Running
Sitting
Soccer
Talking with another person or group of people
Talking on a cell phone
Walking
Walking a dog
O the r__________________________
(This category would also include behaviors or activities such as kissing or “making
out”, smoking, or potentially illicit activities, as well as activities such as sketching,
taking photographs or other items not included on the list.

E quipm ent C odes
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Playground Equipment and Structures: includes all play structures such as climbing
apparatus, swing sets, general play equipment
Basketball Court (1/2 or full court, with or without painted lines)
Bench
Sitting Ledge (e.g. low stone wall)
Picnic Table
Fire Pit or BBQ
Other__________ ___________________
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Survey of P ark U sers: D escrip tio n an d Protocol
O verview of Survey
The surveys of park users are an important part of this research. The surveys provide
additional information about how and why people use parks, and which facilities in the parks
encourage them to be active.
As stated in the general preparation section, conducting surveys requires the consent of the
people being interviewed. It is important to approach people in a way that builds their trust
and willingness to participate in the survey. It is also essential that you read the introductory
paragraph each time you approach someone and gain their consent before proceeding. For
this study, interviews will be conducted only with adults over 18 years old.
If a subject refuses the answer the survey, simply write at the top of the form “no response”
and complete only the first four lines (Park, Investigator, Location, Date & Time)
If individuals have any questions about the survey, please give them a copy of the information
letter signed by Lynn Weigand and one of Professor Dill’s business cards. They can contact
either Lynn or Professor Dill for more information about the study.
The goal is to interview each adult in the park during the observation periods. If two or more
adults are together, each should be interviewed separately since they each may use the park
differently.

C onducting th e Survey
Approach the individual and introduce yourself. Read the introductory paragraph of the survey
to the person and gain their consent for the survey. Conduct the survey following the survey
form. Thank the respondent when you are finished.

SECTION 1
Section 1 provides a place to record some basic information about the survey. Before starting
each survey, complete the first two lines of the survey form. Record the name of the park, the
general location that you are in (using the target areas from the observations), your name, and
the date and time.

SECTION 2
Section 2 is intended to gather information about the respondent’s use of this park, both today
and on other occasions.
Question 1: W hat is the purpose of your visit to this park today?
Ask the question and check all the responses that they give. If they give a response that does
not fit one of the categories, check other and record what they say. If they are hesitant in
responding, you can prompt them by reading the list of activities.
Question 2a: Did you come to the park with other people today?
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Question 2b: Who did you come with?
Record all of the responses that apply in this category. Partners would be considered fam ily
for this response.
Question 3: W hy did you choose this park to visit today?
Ask the question and check all the responses that they give. If they give a response that does
not fit one of the categories, check other and record what they say. If they are hesitant in
responding, you can prompt them by reading the list of choices.
Question 4: W hat facilities or parts of the park are you using today?
Ask the question and check all the responses that they give. If they give a response that does
not fit one of the categories, check other and record what they say. If they are hesitant in
responding, you can prompt them by reading the list of choices.
Question 5: How often do you visit this park?
Ask the question and give the first four choices: daily, weekly, monthly or less than 12 times
per year. This question is intended to get at the general frequency of use, but will not be
precise. Let the respondent know that you are looking for their best estimate.
Question 6: W hat other things do you do in this park on other visits?
If they say they do the same things on other visits, check the box “nothing different” .
Otherwise, prompt them to list all the other activities they do during other visits to the park.
Question 7: W hat other facilities or types of places does this park lack that you would
like to have here?
This question is intended to find out what park needs are not being met. It is an open-ended
question, similar to question 4b. Simply record what the respondent says. If they say
“nothing”, prompt them by asking if there are other things they would like to do in the park if
the facilities were available.
Question 8: How did you get to the park today?
This question is intended to determine travel modes to and from the park. Check the
appropriate box that matches their answer. If they have a different answer, such as “rode a
scooter/skateboard” then check “other” and write in their travel mode. If family members
traveled by different modes together, such as adult walking and child riding a bicycle, check all
that apply.
Question 9: W hat modes of travel do you use to get to the park on other visits?
This question is intended to determine travel modes to and from the park on other visits.
Record the answers in the same manner as question #8 above.
Question 10: Approximately how far from the park do you live?
This question is intended to determine proximity of the respondent’s residence to the park.
Ask them first to estimate the mileage from their home to the park. If they have trouble
estimating the mileage, prompt them by asking for the estimated number of blocks.
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SECTION 3
Section 3 is intended to gather information about the respondent’s use of other city or
neighborhood parks to provide comparative data. W e are not interested in knowing if they
went to a state park or a national park, simply parks that would be similar to the one they are
in, although possibly larger or smaller. Many of these questions will be similar to those in
Section 1, but applied to the respondent's use of another park. To make the survey easier to
complete, we are asking them to consider the park, other than the one they are in, that they
have visited most recently.
Question 11: Have you visited another city or neighborhood park in the past 30 days?
This question is intended to find out if the respondent uses other parks. If they answer yes,
continue with remainder of the questions (#12 through #15) in Section 3.
Question 12: Which park have you been to most recently?
Ask for the name of the park and the city in which it is located.
Question 13: W hat do you do in that park?
This question is the same as Question #1, but applied to their use of another park.
Question 14: How often do you visit that park?
This question is the same as Question #5, but applied to their use of another park.
Question 15: How do you get to that park
This question is the same as Questions #8 and #9, but applied to their use of another park.
Since they may use the other park more than once, query for all modes of travel they use to
get to that park .
SECTION 4
Question 16: How many adults live in your household?
Ask for and record the number of adults 18 and over living in the household. This includes
both family .and non-family members. If there are no other adults in the household, check n/a
for not applicable.
Question 17: How many children live in your household?
Ask for and record the number of children under 18 living in the household. This includes both
family and non-family members. . If there are no other children in the household, check n/a
for not applicable.
Question 18: Place of Residence
This question is intended to find out where they live. W e do not want their street address
because it is information that identifies the respondent. Simply ask for nearest the cross
streets and the city in which they live.
Question 19: Age
For this question, simply ask them to identify the category their age falls into, read off the
categories. W e do not need their exact age.
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Question 20: Do you get 30 minutes of moderate to active physical activity most days
of the week?
This question is intended to learn more about the respondent’s activity level. You can prompt
by giving examples of activity, such as asking if they walk, garden, go to the gym or do other
things that get them moving for at least 1/2 hour at least five days per week on average.
Question 21: Do other adult members of your household get 30 minutes of moderate to
active physical activity most days of the week?
This question is intended to learn more about the activity level of other adults in the
household. Similar to #19, You can prompt by giving examples of activity, such as asking if
they walk, garden, go to the gym or do other things that get them moving for at least 1/2 hour at
least five days per week on average.
END OF SURVEY
Tell the respondent that this is the end of the survey and thank them for taking the time to
complete it. Then complete Section 5.
SECTION 5
After the survey is complete, record the following information about the respondent:
Question 22: Gender
Record the gender of the respondent
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Field Observation Coding Form

Active Recreation in Parks: Correlates of Park Design and Facilities with Use and Physical Activity

PARK CODING FORM
PARK_

TARGET AREA

DATE

OBSERVER __

START TIME

END TIME

CONDITIONS:

WEATHER

E m pty

Y

U sable '

Y

O rganized

A ccessible

Y

E quipped

P erso n

G ender
Female Male

__

Age Group
Child/Teen

Adult

Activity Level
Senior

Low

Med

Activity Type

Equipm ent U sed

High

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
Activity C odes

Equipm ent C odes

1

Baseball/softball

9

Laying, napping, sunbathing

17

Sitting

1

Playground Equipment

2

Basketball

10

Martial ails

18

Soccer

2

Basketball. Court

3

Bicycle/tricycle/unifcycle riding

11

Playing on play equipment

19

Talking.with people

3

Bench

4

Electronic device use

12

Playground games

20

Talking on cell phone

4

Sitting Ledge

5

Eating

13

Playing informal active games

21

W alking

5

6

Football

14

Playing fetch/game w ith dog

22

W alking a dog

6

Fire Pit or BBQ

7

Frisbee

15

Reading

23

Other

7

Other

8

Hackeysack

16

Running

24

Standing
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Picnic Table

Survey Introduction Protocol

Active Recreation in Parks:
Correlates o f Park Design, Facilities and Use for Physical Activity
INTERCEPT SURVEY INTRODUCTION

Hi: My name i s _______________________________
University (show ID card).

.Iam a student at Portland State

We are conducting a survey o f people who use this park as part o f a research project on park design and
park use. We hope the study will improve how parks are designed for the people who use them.
Have you been asked to participate in this survey in the past week? (If they answer yes, tell them that
you do not n eed to survey them again. I f they answer now, continue with the next paragraph.)
Are you 18 years o f age or older? (ifyes, continue with the survey. I f no, thank them and let them know
you are surveying only adults over 18).
The survey should take only about three to five minutes. W ould you like to participate? It is
completely voluntary. You may refuse to answer any question or stop the interview at any time. W e
will not ask for any personal identification so your responses will be anonymous. M ay I proceed?
Thank you.
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Survey Letter from Investigator

July, 2006
Dear Survey Respondent:
My name is Lynn Weigand and I am a doctoral candidate in the School of Urban Studies and Planning
at Portland State University. I am conducting a study o f park design and use as part o f my dissertation
research to obtain my PhD. This park is one o f the parks that I ’ve selected to be studied for this
research. The research is being supervised by Associate Professor Jennifer Dill.
Your participation in the survey is voluntary. We are not asking for any confidential information or
information that can be linked to you in any way.
If you have concerns or questions about your participation in this study or your rights as a participant,
please contact the Human Subjects Research Review Committee, Office of Research and Sponsored
Projects, 111 Cramer Hall, Portland State University, 503-725-4288.
If you have questions about the study, please contact me at wei.gand@pdx.edu or leave a message for
me at the School o f Urban Studies and Planning at 503-725-4045.
Sincerely,

Lynn Weigand
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Intercept Survey

A ctive R ec re a tio n in P ark s:
C o rre la te s of P ark D esign, F a c ilitie s and U se for P h y sical A ctivity
INTERCEPT SURVEY
SECTION 1
Park : ____________________________________
Investigator:__________________________

Lo cation:______________________
Date & Time:

SECTION 2
I’d like to begin by asking some questions about your visit to this park today.
1.

W hat is the purpose of your visit to this park today? (check all that apply)

□ 1 Sit
□ 2 Read
□ 3 Eat/picnic/BBQ
basketball, softball)
□ 4 Nap/sunbath/lay down
□ 5 Talk with friends/family
□ 6 W alk
computer)
□ 7 W alk/play with dog
□ 8 Bring children to play

□ 9 Run
□ 10 Ride a bike
□ 11 Play organized sport (football, soccer,
□ 12 Bring children to play organized sport
□ 13 Play informal sport (frisbee, hackeysack)
d 14 Use electronic device (gameboy, laptop
□ 15 Meditate, yoga, martial arts
□ 16 Other

2a. Did you come to the park with other people or dogs today?
□ 2 No (If no, go to #3)
□ 1 Yes (if yes, go to #2b)

2b:
□ 1
□2
□5

W ho did you come with? (check all that apply)
Family adult
□ 3 Non-family adult
Family children
□ 4 Non-family children
Dogs

3. W hy did you choose this park to visit today? (check all that apply)
□ 4 Place to sit, relax
□ 1 Close to home
□ 2 Place for children to play
□ 5 Picnic tables, fire pit, BBQ
□ 3 Play equipment for children
□ 6 Place for dog to run/play
□ 7 Other
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4 . W hat facilities or parts of the park are you using today? (check all that apply)
□ 1 Playground equipment
□ 2 Basketball court
a 3 Bench or sitting ledge

'

□ 4 Picnic table
a 5 BBQ or fire pit
□ 6 Grass or lawn area

□ 7 Other

5.
□ 1

How often do you visit this park? (check only one response)
3 or more days per week
□ 3 Less than once a week, more than once a month

□2
□5

1 or 2 days per week
First visit to this park

a 4 Once a month or less

6. W hat other things do you do in this park on other visits? (check all that apply)
□ 1 Sit
□ 9 Run
□ 2 Read
□10 Ride a bike
□ 3 Eat/picnic/BBQ
□11 Play organized sport (football, soccer,
basketball, softball)
□ 4 Nap/sunbath/lay down
□ 12 Bring children to play organized sport
□ 5 Talk with friends/family
□13 Play informal sport (frisbee, hackeysack)
□ 6 W alk
d 14 Use electronic device (gameboy, laptop
computer)
□ 7 W alk/play with dog
a 15 Meditate, yoga, martial arts
□ 8 Bring children to play
□ 16 Other
□ 17 Northing different than today

7. W hat other facilities or types of places does this park lack that you would like to have here?
(open-ended question; record whatever the respondent says)

8. How did you get to the park today? (check all that apply)
□ 1 Walked
□3 Rode on transit, then walked/rode bikes

□2
a

Rode bikes

a4

Drove

5 Other ________________________________________________________________

9. W hat other modes of travel do you use to get to the park on other visits?
(check all that apply)
□ 1 W alk
□ 3 Ride on transit, then walk or ride bikes
□ 2 Ride bikes
o 4 Drive
□ 5 O th er_____________________________________________________________

10.

Approximately how far from the park do you live in miles?
mile (or fraction of a mile) o r _________ blocks
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SECTION 3
Now I’d like to ask a few questions about your use of other parks.
11. Have you visited another city or neighborhood park in the past 30 days?
□ 1 Yes (if yes, go to #12 and continue this section)
□ 2 No (If no, go to #16)
12. Which park have you been to most recently?
Park Name

City

13. What do you do in that park? (check all that apply)
□ 1 Sit
□ 9 Run
□ 2 Read
□ 10 Ride a bike
□ 3 Eat/picnic/BBQ
□ 11 Play organized sport (football, soccer,
basketball, softball)
a 4 Nap/sunbath/lay down
□ 12 Bring children to play organized sport
o 5 Talk with friends/family
□ 13 Play informal sport (frisbee, hackeysack)
□ 6 Walk
□ 14 Use electronic device (gameboy, laptop
computer)
□ 7 Walk/play with dog
□ 15 Meditate, yoga, martial arts
□ 8 Bring children to play
□ Other

14. How often do you visit that park? (check only one response)
1 3 or more days per week
□ 3 Less than once a week, more than once a month

d

o2

1 or 2 days per week

□4

Once a month or less

15. How do you get to that park? (check all that apply)
□ 1 Walk
□ 3 Ride on transit, then walk or ride bikes
□ 2 Ride bikes
□ 4 Drive
a 5 Other
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SECTION 4
Now I’d like to ask a few questions about you and your household.
16.

How many adults live in your household including family and non-family members?

Number of adults

_________

17. How many children under 18 years old live in your household including family and non-family
members?
Not applicable____________

Number of children____________

18. To help us better understand who is using this park, we would like to know about where
you leave. Could you please tell me the nearest cross-streets to your home and the city in
which you live?
C ity _______________________________________
Cross S tre ets________________

a n d ______________________________

19. Please let me know which category your age falls into:
□1
□2
□3

18-24
25-34
35-44

o4
□5
□6

45-54
55-64
65+

20. Do you get 30 minutes of moderate to active physical activity most days of the week?
a 1 Yes
□ 2 No
21. Do other adult members of your household get 30 minutes of moderate to active physical
activity most days of the week?
□ 1 Yes
□ 2 No
Thank you f o r taking the time to com plete our survey. We really appreciate yo u r contribution to our
research project.

SECTION 5
Complete the following after the survey is complete
22. Gender of Respondent
□ 1 Female

□ 2 Male
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Appendix C: Structured Interview Ques
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Interview Questionnaire fo r Park Designer, Developer and Public Officials

Telephone Request
Investigator:

Date:

Hi. My name is ____________. I am a graduate student at Portland State University. I am
studying (insert name of park) as part of my doctoral dissertation. I am hoping to obtain some
information about the planning and design of (name of park) and would like to interview you
about the park if you agree. The interview will take about 30-45 minutes, and we can
schedule it for mutually-convenient time and location. It is completely voluntary and you may
refuse to answer any question or stop the survey at any time. We will not ask for any
confidential information about the development or planning process. You will be identified by
your position and agency name only. May I schedule a time to conduct the interview? We
hope it will help improve how the parks are designed and used.
Interview
Investigator:

Date:

. Thanks for agreeing to talk with me today. As I told you on
Hi. My name is ________
the phone, I am a graduate student at Portland State University (show ID card). I am studying
(insert name of park) as part of my doctoral dissertation. I am hoping to obtain some
information about the planning and design of (name of park). The interview will take about
30-45 minutes and it is completely voluntary. You may refuse to answer any question or stop
the survey at any time. We will not ask for any confidential information about the
development or planning process. You will be identified by your position and agency name
only. We hope it will help improve how the parks are designed and used.
Draft Interview Questions for Public Agency, Developer, Designer

Note: Many questions are the same or similar for each interview to explore the different viewpoints
each perspective brought to the park design and development

Public Agency

W hen was park built?
W hy was the park built? (part o f master plan, part o f development?)
How was the location and size o f park determined?
W hat were the programmatic and design goals for the parks? How were these determined?
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How did the city’s planning goals or guidelines for parks and open space influence or direct park size,
design, facilities or other considerations?
W hat other factors influenced the park’s location, size, facilities and features?
Was any market research or focus group work was undertaken to direct the park plans, facilities and
activities?
W hat activities were intended for the parks?
To what extent, if any, was the park design, character and facilities influenced by expected market or
type o f community being built?
Was there conscious thought to design parks for active living?
How is the park maintained? Are there goals or benchmarks for maintenance?
How is the park designed to promote safety (both personal safety and safety from injury)?
Is the park programmed in any way? If so, by whom and for what uses?
Is the park available for use by resident groups or other groups? What types o f groups have requested
park use and for what type o f activities? W hat is the permitting process and fee associated with
outside park use?
Have any evaluations or surveys o f park use have taken place? If so, what if any comments have been
received from residents and park users about the facilities?
Have any modifications to the original park design, maintenance o f program been made?
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Developer

Questions about the Parks

W hy was the park built? (part o f master plan, part o f development?)
What were the programmatic and design goals for the parks? How were these determined?
How was the location and size o f park determined?
How did the city’s planning goals or guidelines for parks and open space influence or direct park size,
design, facilities or other considerations?
What other factors influenced the park’s location, size, facilities and features?
Was any market research or focus group work was undertaken to direct the park plans, facilities and
activities?
W hat activities were intended for the parks?
To what extent, if any, was the park design, character and facilities influenced by expected market or
type o f community being built?
Was there conscious thought to design parks for active living?
How is the park designed to promote safety (both personal safety and safety from injury)?
Questions about the Development and Residents
W hat is/was the target market demographic for the development?
Do you have demographic information for residents?
W hat is ratio of rental versus ownership units?
W hat is/was the average selling price o f homes in the development?
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Appendix D: Observation and Survey Summaries
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Arbor Community Park Observation Summary
Fridav
7 /1 4 /2 0 0 6

Saturday
7 /1 5 /2 0 0 6

Sunday
7 /1 6 /2 0 0 6

Monday

Tuesday

7 /1 7 /2 0 0 6

7 /1 8 /2 0 0 6
1

8 :0 0 - 9 :0 0
9 :0 0 - 1 0 :0 0
1 0 :0 0 -1 1 :0 0
1 1 :0 0 a m - 1 2 :0 0
1 2 :0 0 -1 3 :0 0
1 3 :0 0 -1 4 :0 0
1 4 :0 0 -1 5 :0 0
1 5 :0 0 -1 6 :0 0
1 6 :0 0 -1 7 :0 0
1 7 :0 0 -1 8 :0 0
1 8 :0 0 -1 9 :0 0
1 9 :0 0 -2 0 :0 0
T o ta l H o u rs

1

Wednesday
7 /1 9 /2 0 0 6

Thursday
7 /2 0 /2 0 0 6

Saturday

Sunday

8 /2 6 /2 0 0 6

8 /2 7 /2 0 0 6

1

1
1
1

1
1

1

TTT uTTTTv :

1

1

:/1:

1
1

:S?-1
1
1

1
1

1

1
1

5

1
1
1
/■t S T T S S
1
T /T L f /S T :

1
1

ym i :ar'

1
1

6

/u T /V tiT ffT
5

3

5

1
8

3

1
1

9

9

TOTAL
HOURS
4
4
5
4
5
6
5
4
3
4
6
3
53

Arbor Community Park Survey Summary
T h u rsd a y

Friday

S a tu rd a y

Sunday

M onday

T uesday

7/13/2006

7 /14/2006

7 /15/2006

7/16/2006

7/17/2006

7 /18/2006

7/19/2006

7/20/2006

1

1

2

8 : 0 0 - 9 :0 0

3

9 :0 0 -1 0 :0 0

1

1 0 :0 0 -1 1 :0 0

1

1 1 :0 0 a m - 1 2 : 0 0

1

W ednesday T h u rsd a y

S atu rd ay

S u n d ay

08/19/08

8/2 0 /2 0 0 6

TOTAL

3
5
2

1

1

1

2

1 2 :0 0 -1 3 :0 0

2

1 3 :0 0 -1 4 :0 0

1

3

1
3

4
7

1 4 :0 0 -1 5 :0 0

2

1

5

8

1 5 :0 0 -1 6 :0 0
1 6 :0 0 - 1 7 :0 0

1

3

1

2
2

1 7 :0 0 -1 8 :0 0

1

1

1 8 :0 0 -1 9 :0 0

1

2

1 9 :0 0 - 2 0 :0 0

Total Interviews

2

2

2

9
4
3

7
1

7

3

14

7
4
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1

5

4

5

12

56

Rosebay Park Observation Summary
Friday

Satu rd ay

M onday

T u esd ay

Wednesday

T hursday

Saturday

Sunday

7 /1 4 /2 0 0 6

7 /1 5 /2 0 0 6

7 / 1 7 /2 0 0 6

7 /1 8 /2 0 0 6

7 /1 9 /2 0 0 6

7 /2 0 /2 0 0 6

8 /1 9 /2 0 0 6

8 /2 0 /2 0 0 6

8 :0 0 - 9 :0 0

1
lE S ls E E fE

1 0 :0 0 -1 1 :0 0

SEEEEfEEEE

1 1 :0 0 a m

-

1

1

9 :0 0 -1 0 :0 0

1

1

1

mmfm.

1 2 :0 0

K E E E I e e e e E P E E IE ;:::;:?;
EEE e IEEEEE El e EEL E ; ;e

■Ee e e LEEe Ee

1 2 :0 0 -1 3 :0 0

Ee - e IEEE eE

1 3 :0 0 -1 4 :0 0

EiEEEifEEEE:

1

1 4 :0 0 -1 5 :0 0

1

EEEe .IEEEE'

1

/ e Eet /VEE

1 6 :0 0 -1 7 :0 0

1

E E : E:1EEEE-

1

;EEEE};f::EE:

1 8 :0 0 -1 9 :0 0

I
1

i

1 9 :0 0 -2 0 :0 0

1

1

10

8

1 7 :0 0 -1 8 :0 0

3

1

1

EE: EilEEEEE:

1 5 :0 0 -1 6 :0 0

Total Hours

1

9

1

t

1

1

EEEe EIe EEEe

:

1

E:EEEE1

1

.E:EE:1::E E,:

1

EE EET E eEE e

1

S M E 'T S V E '

3

5

9

9

TOTAL
HOURS
4
4
5
4
6
7
6
4
4
3
5
4
56

Rosebay Park Survey Summary
Friday

Saturday

S unday

Monday

T uesday

W e dnesday

T hursday

Saturday

S unday

7/14/2006

7/15/2006

7/16/2006

7/17/2006

7/18/2006

7/19/2006

7/20/2006

08/19/06

8/20/2006

8 :0 0 - 9 :0 0

2

9 :0 0 -1 0 :0 0
1 0 :0 0 -1 1 :0 0

2
5

1 1 :0 0 -1 2 :0 0
1 2 :0 0 -1 3 :0 0

2
2

1 3 :0 0 -1 4 :0 0
1 4 :0 0 -1 5 :0 0
1 5 :0 0 -1 6 :0 0
1 6 :0 0 -1 7 :0 0
1 7 :0 0 - 1 8 :0 0

1

3

3
2

1

1

1
2

1

1 8 :0 0 -1 9 :0 0
1 9 :0 0 -2 0 :0 0

1
3

1
2
1
1

2

2
1

3

8
8
6
3
1
3
2
4
0

N o tim e r e c o r d e d
T o ta l I n te r v ie w s b y T im e

2

3

1

2
7
11

2

4

TOTAL

2

1

3

18

10

4
10
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6

0

3

7

5
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Fairview Community Park Observation Summary

8:00 - 9:00
9 :00-10:00
10:00-11:00
11:00 am -12:00
12:00-13:00
13:00-14:00
14:00-15:00
15:00-15:00
16:00-17:00
17:00-18:00
18:00-19:00
19:00-20:00
Total O bservation Hours

Saturday
8/12/2006
y S a jf e K ;! ;
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Tuesday
8/15/2006

Thursday
8/17/2006

Wednesday
8/16/2006

i
m m & m S rsS rm siK ;
1
i
i
1

1

.

1
1

i:Sfe/1/: .Y
YYY 1: : :
9

t
1
1
1
1

m m im s S r

9

9

9

TOTAL
HOURS
1
2
3
1
6
YYYiiJY.v.YY
6
1
1
1
6
1
6
1
1
6
1
1
1
6
5
1
1
1
4
.1 .......
1
3
1
54
9
9

Friday
8/18/2006

Saturday
8/20/2006

Friday
8/18/2006

Saturday
8/20/2006

Fairview Community Park Survey Summary
Saturday
8/12/2006

8:00 - 9:00
9:00 -10:00
10:00-11:00
11:00-12:00
12:00-13:00
13:00-14:00
14:00-15:00
15:00-16:00
16:00-17:00
17:00-18:00
18:00-19:00
19:00-20:00
No time recorded
Total Interviews

Tuesday
8/15/2006

Wednesday
8/16/2006

2
2
1
2
4
1
2

14

2
1
2
3

4
3
3

2
3
2

2
3
6
3

24

15

Notes: 2 people declined surveys on 8/17/06
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Thursday
8/17/2006

1
4
2
3

3
5
3
3

6
4

3
4
2

20

23

1
2
2
2
2
2

11

TOTAL

2
4
2
15
13
14
11
9
16
16
5
0
0
107

Village Green Observation Summary
Sunday
Friday
Monday Wednesday Thursday
8/21/2006 8/21/2006 8/24/2006 8/25/2006 8/27/2006
8:00 - 9:00
9 :0 0 -1 0 :0 0
1 0 :00 -1 1 :0 0
11:00 am - 12:00
1 2 :0 0 -1 3 :0 0
13:00- 14:00
1 4 :0 0 -1 5 :0 0
15:00 -1 6 :0 0
1 6 :00 -1 7 :0 0
1 7 :00 -1 8 :0 0
1 8 :00 -1 9 :0 0
19:00 -2 0 :0 0
Total Observation Hours

1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

?

i it i l S I l
iS lfS i®
IH asiiii
1
1
1
1
1
1

r:wm.
1
1

9

9

w$tms
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
9

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
9

9

TOTAL
HOURS
1
3
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
4
2
45

Village Green Survey Summary
Sunday
8/21/2006

8:00 - 9:00
9:00-10:00
10:00-11:00
11:00-12:00
12:00-13:00
13:00-14:00
14:00-15:00
15:00-16:00
16:00-17:00
17:00-18:00
18:00-19:00
19:00-20:00
No time recorded
Total Interview s

2
1
1
1

Tuesday
8/23/2006

Wednesday
8/24/2006

1
1
2
1
2
1
1
1
1

2
2
1

4

9

11

5
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Thursday
8/25/2006

2
2
4

Friday
8/26/2006

1
1
1
1
2

2
2
1

2

13

8

Saturday
8/27/2006

2
2
1
2
2
1

10

TOTAL

0.
0
1
6
7
9
9
7
3
9
4
1
0
56

Ashley Meadows Observation Summary
Tuesday
8/29/2006

8:00 - 9:00
9:00-10:00
10:00-11:00
11:00-12:00
12:00-13:00
13:00-14:00
14:00-15:00
15:00-16:00
16:00-17:00
17:00-18:00
18:00-19:00
19:00-20:00
No time recorded
Total Interviews
DAY
DATE
8:00 - 9:00
9 :0 0 -1 0 :0 0
10:00 -1 1 :0 0
11:00 am - 12:00
1 2 :00-13:00
13 :00-14:00
1 4 :00-15:00
1 5 :0 0 -1 6 :0 0
1 6:00-17:00
1 7:00-18:00
1 8 :00-19:00
1 9 :00-20:00
Total Observation Hours

Wednesday
8/30/2006

1

TOTAL

Saturday
9/9/2009

Thursday
8/31/2006

2
3
2
2

1
2

1
2
1

2
1

1
6
12
1
0
Tuesday Wednesday Thursday
Saturday
8/29/2006 8/30/2006 8/31/2006 9/9/2006

1
1
1
1

5

1
1

1
1

1

m M K Si
1
1
1
1
1

mmmB.

1
1
1
1
9

8

9

Ashley Meadows Survey Summary
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0
Sunday
9/10/2006

1
1
1
1

1
1

1
1
1
1
9

0
0
2
5
2
4
1
4
1
1
0
0
0
20
TOTAL
HOURS

3
5
8
5
5
10
4
4
8
1
40
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Orenco Station Census Data and Map

Block Group Level Data
Block Group
Total Population
Population of One Race
White alone

4018 4019 4020 4021 4022 4023 4024 4025 4027 4028 4029 4033 4034 4045
2 46
54
10
15 40
6
0
2
0
3 32
0 29
15 40
6
0
2
0
2 46
54
3 32
10
0 29
0 45
0 20
2
51
3 31
8
15
38
6
0
0

4

Total %
7 246
7 246 100%
6 225 91%

Total Households
1 or more under 18
Family households
No people under 18
1 or more over 65
No people over 65

1
0
0
1
0
0

23
4
4
19
5
18

28
1
1
27
6
22

2
0
0
2
0
2

20
0
0
20
1
19

8
0
0
8
1
7

0
0
0
0
0
0

14
4
4
10
1
13

6
1
1
5
2
4

22
2
1
20
5
17

3
1
1
2
0
3

0
0
0
0
0
0

1
0
0
1
0
1

0
0
0
0
0
0

5 133
0
13 10%
12 9%
0
5 120 90%
1 22 17%
4 110 83%

Owner occupied
Renter occupied

1
0

21
2

27
1

2
0

18
2

7
1

0
0

14
0

6
0

22
0

3
0

0
0

1
0

0
0

5
0

127 95%
6 5%

Male householder alone
Female householder alone
Total households alone

0
0
0

0
2
2

0
3
3

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
1
1

0
0
0

0
1
1

0
1
1

1
3
4

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
1
1

1 1%
12 9%
13 10%

(frta i urea

Features
/ / tfejcr Ro&f
Street
Stream /Wat? rktxtf
/v' Sirean/W
AterfcsKfy
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Orenco South (Arbor Homes) Census Data and Map

Block Group Level Data
Block Group
Total Population
Population of One Race
W hite alone

1000 %
164
164 100%
152 93%

Total Households
1 or more under 18
Family households
No people under 18
1 or more over 65
No people over 65

57
23
23
34
12
45

40%
40%
60%
21%
79%

Owner occupied
Renter occupied

55
2

96%
4%

.>26

B o u n d a r ie s
/ f ' M Granty
Census Tract
OC 3. o& €rfe$
sloe*
/ / 'O O ?laoe
'Stf Urfcan Art?*
06 U ban Are*

F e a tu r es
/ / ftajor Head

/ / Stnfct
Sii'^ts/Witemxry
/V Stre^aier&oey

ffiflsbm-o

■Portiaiki
dream
\L \
3 2 4 .0 5

.btSL^daStoOSi

A p p r o x . i - t m ite s a c r o s s ,

345

Fairview Village Census Data and Map

Block Group Level Data
Block Group

2011

2012 2013 2014

2016 2017 2018 2019

2020

2022 Total

%

Total Population
Population of One Race
W hite alone

28
27
26

0
0
0

63
61
61

33
33
33

38
38
33

40
40
37

22
22
21

43
43
43

50
50
43

32
32
30

349
346
327

99%
95%

Total Households
1 or more under 18
Family households
No people under 18
1 or more over 65
No people over 65

17
2
2
15
1
16

0
0
0
0
0
0

32
8
8
24
1
31

19
3
2
16
3
16

19
5
5
14
4
15

19
3
3
16
5
14

11
2
2
9
3
8

18
6
6
12
2
16

25
7
7
18
5
20

12
6
6
6
1
11

172
42
41
130
25
147

24%
24%
76%
15%
85%

Owner occupied
Renter occupied

15
2

0
0

4
28

16
3

18
1

18
1

10
1

18
0

23
2

12
0

134
38

78%
22%

£aif>y'*6V* •' ■

Approx, 1.1 m iles a cr o ss.
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Sunnyside Village Census Data and Maps
B lo c k G ro u p L evel D ata
1001
298
289
289

1009
455
433
362

1010
0
0
0

1011
85
85
82

1014
57
53
38

1015
79
77
. 73

1016
55
53
50

1019
52
49
34

Total H ouseholds
1 or more un d er 18
Family h ouseholds
No people under 18
1 o r m ore over 65
No people over 65

95
46
46
49
12
83

198
71
71
127
29
169

0
0
0
0
0
0

43
8
8
35
8
35

15
7
. 7
8
2
13

27
13
13
14
2
25

19
9
9
10
4
15

16
11
11
5
1
15

15
9
9
6
1
14

17
12
12
5
2
15

15
9
9
6
2
13

277
133
133
144
44
233

61
39
39
22
1
60

13
8
8
5
0
13

12
6
6
6
0
12

10
3
3
7
1
9

O w ner occupied
R en ter occupied

86
9

33
165

0
0

33
10

7
8

23
4

18
1

16
0

14
1

16
1

15
0

262
15

58
3

12
1

11
1

9
1

Block Group
Total Population
Population of O n e R ace
W hite alone

1020 1021 1022 1025 1028 1029 1031 1032
55
51 824 202
43
22
50
35
21
55
51 812 200
41
33
48
32
37
42 703 175
35
33
20

B lock G roup Level Data
Block Group
Total Population
Population of O ne R ace
White alone

1033 1034 1035 1036 1037 1038 1039 1040 1043 1044 1045 2091 2093 2094 2095 2102 2103 Total %
0
75 595
54
0 107
4
22 3664
53
21
65
66
35
24
60
71
49
0
0
95
49
65
35
70 567
60
67
53
49
4
22 3532 96%
18
56
22
4
21 3074 84%
31
18
59
43
33
20
66 490
53
56
48
40
0
0
87

Total Households
1 or more under 18
Familv households
No people under 18
1 or more over 65
No people over 65

15
10
10
5
2
13

10
2
2
8
3
7

20
14
14
6
0
20

25
13
13
12
1
24

13
8
8
5
1
12

10
4
3
6
2
8

30
15
15
15
3
27

195
95
95
100
23
172

23
10
10
13
3
20

25
13
13
12
1
24

15
11
11
4
1
14

13
10
10
3
1
12

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

41
21
20
20
2
39

2
0
0
2
0
2

8 1278
4 614 48%
4 612 48%
4 664 52%
0 152 12%
8 1126 88%

Owner occupied
R enter occupied

13
2

10
0

11
9

11
14

12
1

10
0

28
2

167
28

21
2

24
1

13
2

13
0

0
0

0
0

29
12

2
0

8
0
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985 77%
293 23%
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Appendix F: Personal Communication
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Personal Communication
Ariane Bedimo-Rung, LSU School o f Public Health, November 17, 2004.
Bruce Copenhagen, City o f Hillsboro. November 16, 2004.
Jerry Dragoo, Senior Parks Consultar 11, 2007nt, MIG, Inc., Decemb
Garth Everhart, Everhart and Company, March 27, 2007
Michelle Healy, Senior Planner, North Clackamas Parks and Recreation District.
January 6,2006, August 30, 2006
Lori Mastrantonio-Meuser, Clackamas County, March 22, 2007
Mike Mehaffy, former Project Manager, PacTrust, March 27, 2007.
Karen Mumford, Emory University, April 25, 2005, October 26, 2004 and February
22,2007.
Melissa Nunamaker, City o f Fairview Parks Department. November 16, 2004.
Mary Ordal, City o f Hillsboro, March 30, 2007
Debbie Raber, City o f Hillsboro, March 30, 2007
Bruce Ronning, Bend Metro Parks and Recreation District. December 1, 2004.
Elise Scolnick, City o f Fairview. August 11, 2005

